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Abstract 
Influences of Family Literacy Workshops on Title 1 Students’ Family Involvement In Reading – 
Self-Efficacy and Perception of Reading Performance: A Mixed-Methods Study 
J. Mia Kim 
Drexel University, September 2017 
Chairperson: Kristine Lewis-Grant 
 
The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to examine the influences of family 
literacy workshops on family involvement, families’ self-efficacy, and their perception of their 
children’s reading performance. The participants were families of students receiving Title 1 
reading service in grade 2, 3 and 4.  The research questions for this study were: Do family 
literacy workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s reading at home?  
Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops influence their perception of their 
children’s reading performance? Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops 
influence their perception of their children’s reading performance?  
This mixed-methods study gathered data using both quantitative and qualitative methods 
to enhance the interpretation of the data.  The pre- and post- workshop surveys and workshop 
exit surveys were collected.  A series of four workshops that focused on fluency and 
comprehension strategies was presented as a part of this study.  Observations from the 
workshops and case study interviews were collected.  The researcher used semi-structured 
interview questions to determine the influence of family literacy workshops on family 
  
	
x 
engagement in their children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy in ability to help their 
children’s reading, and their perception of their children’s reading performance.  
The integrated analysis of quantitative and qualitative data revealed three major findings: 
1) participants expressed the need to partner with teachers to support successful learning 
experiences for their children; 2) participants described improved involvement with their 
children in reading support when using resources and strategies from the literacy workshops; and 
3) participants perceived improved reading skills in their children after using resources and 
strategies from the literacy workshops.  The results of this study demonstrate that a targeted, 
parent-focused literacy program can be effective in promoting parents’ sense of confidence and 
competency in support of their children’s reading at home.  Further research is necessary to 
understand the connection between parents’ participation in family literacy programs and 
children’s reading skills and academic achievement.  We also must strive to understand how 
these programs intersect with existing cultural practices, the home learning environment, and the 
larger community.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research 
Introduction to the Problem 
Reading is a critical academic skill that determines students’ success across grade levels 
and curriculum areas (Adams as cited in Powell-Smith, Stoner, Shinn, & Good III, 2000; 
National Reading Panel, 2002).  In addition, it is also a complex skill such that a lack of 
proficiency has often served as a catalyst for special education referrals (Lentz as cited in 
Powell-Smith et al, 2000).  Most importantly, as students prepare to lead and compete in the 
twenty-first-century, reading, as a key part of literacy, will be an even more important skill to 
master.   
Recognizing the importance of literacy skills, it is critical to understand the factors that 
influence students’ reading proficiency and their literacy skills.  Studies have shown that there 
are numerous factors that influence students’ reading proficiency: language development at an 
early age (Administration of Children & Families, 2005); socioeconomic status (SES) where 
students from low SES are more susceptible to delayed language skills (The Annie E. Casey 
Foundation, 2010; Sheridan, Knoche, Kupzyk, Edwards, & Marvin, 2011); English Language 
Learners (ELLs) or limited English proficient (LEP) students (Silva, 2004); and parental 
involvement (Arnold, Zeljo, Doctoroff & Ortiz, 2008; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Egeland, 
2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado, Kallemeyn, Leow, Lundy & Israel, 2011; Jordan, Snow, & 
Porche, 2000; Redding, Langdon, Meyer & Sheley, 2004; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 
2005; Sheridan et al., 2011; Silinskas, Lerkkanen, Tolvanen, Poikkeus & Nurmi, 2012; 
Stormshak, Connell, & Dishion, 2009).  Parent involvement and its influence on students’ 
reading proficiency, coupled with the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB Act), family 
involvement in children’s education has become a priority for schools as they work to enhance 
  
	
2 
student achievement. 
Family involvement, typically seen as a parental involvement, has traditionally been 
understood as volunteering at school functions and participating in parent-teacher conferences 
(Epstein & Dauber, 1991).  Many researchers indicate that parental involvement, whether at 
home or at school, has a positive impact on student achievement (Arnold et al., 2008; Englund et 
al., 2004; Epstein & Rodriguez, 2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado et al., 2011; Jordan et al., 
2000; Redding, et al., 2004; Silinskas et al., 2012; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; 
Stormshak et al, 2009).  Additionally, studies show that a family environment that promotes 
learning has a greater impact on student achievement than family socio-economic status, 
educational level, or cultural background (Henderson & Berla, 1994; Walberg, 1984).  
Despite consensus on the positive influence of family involvement on student 
achievement, results about the influence of parent involvement on reading specifically are mixed.  
Some studies on parent involvement on reading have been associated with improved student 
achievement in reading (McCoy & Cole, 2011; Midraj & Midraj, 2011; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 
2002).  Increased parental involvement at home, for instance, had a significant association with 
improved reading accuracy and fluency in fourth grade “English as a Foreign Language” 
students (Midraj & Midraj, 2011) and students’ reading achievements, including language 
comprehension, expressive language skills, and interest in reading (McCoy & Cole, 2011).  
However, there are other studies, which concluded that family involvement did not have any 
significant positive effects on students’ reading (Law & Kratochwill, 1993; Powell-Smith et al., 
2000) or on their overall academic achievement (El Nokali, Bachman & Votruba-Drazl, 2010).   
Based on these mixed results, further study is needed to understand the relationship between 
parent involvement and children’s reading skills.   
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Extensive research on the building blocks for teaching children to read has identified five 
basic skills: phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension (Adler, 
2001; National Institute for Literacy, 2009).  Of the five skills, this study targeted fluency and 
comprehension as focused skills to teach at family engagement workshops; this is because the 
majority of the targeted population of the study - students who receive Title I reading service in 
grades 3 and 4 - have typically already demonstrated proficiency in basic decoding skills that 
comprise phonemic awareness and phonics, and vocabulary, as taught through their reading 
program, Storytown (DIBELS Next, 2013).   
Statement of the Problem  
With the enactment of the NCLB Act, many studies have focused on parent involvement 
and its effects on student achievement, and in particular, reading.  The majority of studies 
conclude that parental involvement, whether at home or at school, has a positive impact on 
student achievement (Arnold et al., 2008; England et al., 2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado, et	al., 2011; Jordan, Snow, & Porche, 2000; Redding, et al., 2004; Silinskas et al., 2012; Sheldon, 
2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; Stormshak, Connell, & Dishion, 2009).  With respect to reading, 
for instance, DeTemple and Snow (2003) found that family involvement had positive influences 
on how children approached literature, particularly with meanings and language comprehension, 
which are precursors to reading comprehension.  When parents focused on giving guided 
practice and providing feedback, Duvall, Delquadri, Elliott, & Hall (1992) also found a positive 
impact on students’ reading comprehension.  Morrow and Young (1997) found, furthermore, that 
third graders whose families participated in a literacy program performed significantly better 
than those students in a control group in reading assessments.  From the studies noted above, 
parental involvement would seem to indicate a positive impact on student achievement in 
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reading.  
However, the field has not yet achieved consensus on the effects of parent involvement 
on student achievement in reading.  Other studies have yielded findings that range from a lack of 
significant positive findings, to inconclusive or even negative findings.  Several studies showed, 
for example, that parents who tutored their children in reading outside of school did not have any 
significant effect on their children’s reading achievement (Law & Kratochwill, 1993; Powell-
Smith, Stoner, Shinn, & Good III, 2000) or on their overall academic achievement, including the 
necessary vocabulary skills required for reading (El Nokali, Bachman & Votruba-Drazl, 2010).  
In a study of schools partnering with parents to help their children learn outside of school (that 
neglected to target reading skills specifically), children’s reading skills did not improve with 
increased family involvement (Mattingly, Prislin, McKenzie, Rodriguez, & Kayzar, 2002).  
Furthermore, Min and his colleagues (2010) found that particular types of parental involvement 
could have different effects; for instance, while one type of parental involvement, 
communicating educational expectations, had a positive effect, others, such as helping with 
homework, had a negative effect on reading achievement.   
Existing literature’s mixed results on the impact of family involvement in student reading 
achievement makes further study necessary to investigate and understand the relationship 
between parental involvement, targeted specific reading strategies, and their influences on the 
way families engage with their children’s reading at home.  This study examined the influence of 
parent involvement on student achievement in reading by measuring the influence of family 
literacy workshops providing families of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, 
and 4 with fluency and comprehension strategies on how those families engaged with their 
children’s reading at home, the families’ self-efficacy and ability to help their children’s reading 
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at home, and their perception of their children’s reading performance. 
Purpose and Significance of the Problem  
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to examine the influences of family 
literacy workshops on family involvement, which was expected to enhance families’ reading 
support to their children at home and to improve self-efficacy in their ability to help their 
children’s reading at home, with a focus on HES students receiving Title I reading service in 
grades 2, 3, and 4.  This study hoped to provide reading strategies that families can use at home 
with their children, and, subsequently, increase family involvement as families engaged in 
literacy activities.  With the NCLB Act emphasizing the importance of reading improvement in 
young children, especially those of low socio-economic status who often receive Title 1 services, 
there is a deep need to investigate effective ways to improve reading achievement at the 
elementary level (Cortiella, 2004).  This study was conducted through a series of family literacy 
workshops focused on teaching fluency and comprehension strategies to families, who would 
then go on to utilize them outside of school and at home to support their children’s reading.  The 
study then examined the influences of family involvement on the way families engage with their 
children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy in ability to help their children’s reading at home, 
and their perception of their children’s reading performance.  
Significance of the Problem 
The findings of this study may contribute additional information to the ongoing debate 
about the influences of family involvement on children’s reading achievement and the perception 
of their children reading performance.  This study may also shed information on effective ways 
that families of low socio-economic status and students who are at-risk may help their children’s 
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reading achievement at home.  In addition, this study may help identify approaches to facilitating 
family reading workshops that teach specific skills, so that families may help and be more 
engaged in their children’s reading at home.  
The findings of this study may have other useful outcomes in: a) building a partnership 
between home and school to enhance students’ reading performance; b) increasing family 
engagement in their children’s reading while increasing student motivation to learn; c) providing 
educators and schools with effective family literacy workshop strategies to involve families in 
classrooms and in schools; and d) applications to other grades to help students’ reading.  
HES students in grades 2, 3, and 4 who receive Title 1 services would receive the most 
benefit from a partnership between home and school.  When students see that their families are 
involved in their learning, their motivation to learn is in turn likely to increase (Grolnick & 
Slowiaczek, 1994; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995).  As a result, students’ attitudes and 
academic performance increase, and behavioral problems are expected to decrease as well 
(Brody, Flor, & Gibson, 1999; Sanders, 1998).  Furthermore, as their reading performance 
increases, their self-esteem is also expected to increase (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & 
Vohs, 2003).  
In addition, this study would motivate educators to rethink parental involvement as more 
than simply clarifying expectations and volunteering at school.  This study would promote the 
implementation of workshops as a means to educate families on instructional strategies that they 
can use to reinforce their children’s learnings and achievements outside the school.  It would also 
help schools and families understand that students’ learning takes a true partnership between 
school and home.  As families become more involved in their children’s learning and in their 
schools, this family partnership with the school is likely to grow.  
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This study would be significant to educators and families alike, as it would hopefully 
demonstrate that partnerships between schools and families have positive influences on the 
reading performance of students who receive Title 1 reading services.  Families’ desire to help 
their children with schoolwork is evident based on numerous studies (George & Mensah, 2010; 
Gillanders, McKinney, & Ritchie, 2012; Hilado, et al., 2011; Howard & Reynolds, 2008).  
However, many families, especially those in racial minority groups and are low socio-economic 
status (SES) subgroup feel that they do not have the necessary skills to help their children with 
school-related work (George & Mensah, 2010; Gillanders, et al., 2012).  Similarly, Silinskas and 
associates (2012) recognized that parents of low SES might also lack the necessary skills to help 
their children read.  While literacy workshops were conducted in some of the studies reviewed 
(Brotman et al., 2013; Morrow & Young, 1997), these workshops did not target or provide 
specific reading skills-based strategies.  Therefore, this study focused on teaching specific 
fluency and comprehension strategies in family literacy workshops for families to use them 
outside of school and at home to support their children’s reading.  
This study would also be significant to other educational stakeholders and researchers, 
who can research other grades and other content areas to determine the effects of family 
workshops on specific targeted skills.  Rather than seek family involvement through simple 
attendance at school-sponsored events or participation in parent-teacher organizations, focusing 
on educating families about particular skills and strategies may be helpful in improving their 
children’s academic performance in a targeted manner.  This approach is not meant to replace 
teachers’ responsibility in educating the children; rather, it is meant for families to reinforce what 
their children have learned in school, which may lead to more meaningful engagement and 
enhanced self-efficacy in their ability to provide reading support for their children at home.  This 
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would also have a positive influence on families’ perception of their children’s reading 
performance.  
From a practical lens, school districts can also utilize the findings of this study to 
emphasize family workshops in their schools.  Furthermore, professional development 
opportunities for teachers and administrators can be explored in order to better support and 
engage families in strategic, skills-focused workshops.  The findings from this study are hoped to 
shift educators’ mindset on their professional responsibility toward establishing a partnership 
with families and engaging with them in students’ learning.  
Research Questions  
According to Maxwell (2013), research questions serve as a starting point, although 
qualitative research questions are not often finalized until significant collection and analysis of 
data have been completed.  In this proposed study of a family literacy workshop series for the 
families of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4, this researcher sought 
to address the following research questions: 
1. Do family literacy workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s 
reading at home?   
a. Do family literacy workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in 
their ability to help their children’s reading at home? 
b. Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops influence their 
perception of their children’s reading performance?  
Conceptual Framework 
Researcher’s Stance 
As the former principal of Hope Elementary School (HES) for almost 10 years, this 
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researcher has experienced challenges in the lack of reading achievement of students who 
receive Title I reading service for years.  During her tenure at HES, 21% to 35% of Title 1 
students in grades 3 and 4 scored below proficiency in their PSSA reading achievement, 
compared to 2% to 14% of the rest of the student population in grades 3 and 4 (Kim, 2013).  
Although this researcher is no longer the principal of HES, and has a position in another school 
district, she has maintained strong connections with the staff and the families of HES.  This 
researcher also understands that HES has had two Title I reading specialists in past years but due 
to recent budget cuts, the number of Title I reading specialists has decreased to 1.5 (one full-time 
and one part-time).  Even as the number of HES Title I specialists have decreased, moreover, 
their caseloads have increased (Kim, 2013).   
At HES, parents have long been encouraged to be involved in their children’s learning.  
This has been often done through invitations to volunteer in classroom activities, become 
mystery readers, and attend after-school information sessions on a number of subjects, including 
how to support their children in preparation for the PSSA (Kim, 2013).  For students in primary 
grades, teachers send home books to promote reading and ask parents to sign their children’s 
reading logs nightly.  For students receiving Title 1 reading service, teachers encourage parents 
to also be involved through the HES annual Title 1 workshop focused on reading activities.  
However, this single workshop has not resulted in a sustainable or meaningful impact on reading 
achievement.     
 Based on this researcher’s personal conversations and interactions with families whose 
children receive Title I reading service, it was evident that families wanted to support their 
children’s reading.  Yet, many parents seemed unsure as to how to help their children.  Some 
families expressed that they did not want to teach their children incorrectly, and other parents 
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had experienced reading difficulties as students themselves.  This researcher believes that 
providing workshops where families can learn specific reading strategies in fluency and 
comprehension is greatly needed.  With such newly acquired fluency and comprehension 
strategies, families would be able to better support their children’s reading at home.  This 
researcher believed that enhancing families’ strategies for facilitating children’s reading at home 
would help improve their self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their children’s reading 
at home, as well as their perception of reading performance of their children who receive Title I 
reading service. 
 According to Creswell (2013), a researcher’s philosophical assumptions and worldviews 
are woven into the interpretative frameworks for the study.  The frameworks are also known as 
the paradigms (Mertens as cited in Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006; Bogdan & Biklen as cited in 
Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006), and it is the selected paradigm that establishes the “intent, 
motivation and expectations for the research” (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006, para. 4).  This study 
was characterized by the pragmatist approach.  The pragmatist approach allows the selection of 
research methods and processes that best address the research questions (Creswell, 2013) and 
whose primary interest is in the outcome of the study, or “the actions, situations, and 
consequences of inquiry” (Creswell, 2013, p. 28). 
 Additionally, this researcher’s worldviews are influenced by experience as the HES 
principal for almost 10 years, where there have been ongoing challenges with achieving 
proficiency in reading achievement amongst students who qualify for Title I reading service.  
The low reading proficiency has been an issue since the start of the PSSA, about 12 years ago.  
Interventions and supports had been implemented since the concern was first noted: teachers and 
paraprofessionals were trained in decoding strategies, high interest books were added to 
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classroom libraries, decodable books were sent home to primary grade families, and seasonal 
after-school tutoring service was provided.  However, due to lack of after-school transportation, 
many targeted students were not able to attend tutoring sessions.  About 40% of the HES 
students continued to struggle academically in reading despite ongoing Title I reading service at 
HES, school-based Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtII) strategies during intervention 
periods, data analysis for individualized intervention strategies, and ongoing communication 
with families (HES Title I data, 2008-2013).   
One area that has room for improvement at HES is targeted parent/family support.  
Although this researcher encouraged parent involvement through classroom activities, reading 
logs, academic information sessions, and annual Title 1 events, she was not very strategic in 
approaching different ways to educate parents and families with  specific skills and a reading 
focus to help their children’s reading achievement.  Through family literacy workshops, this 
researcher planned to teach fluency and reading comprehension strategies to families so that they 
would then utilize those strategies outside of school and at home to help their children with 
reading.  Such at-home literacy activities that families provide would then expected to have 
positive effects on students’ performances in not only reading, but also other academic areas, 
such as social studies and science.  Moreover, acquiring such intervention strategies would 
positively influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their confidence in ability to help their 
children’s reading at home, and their perception of their children’s reading performance. 
The researcher’s research questions and philosophical paradigm of pragmatism led to a 
mixed-methods research design with a collective case study approach for the qualitative inquiry.  
A mixed-methods design utilizes quantitative and qualitative approaches simultaneously or 
sequentially, with one form of data used to support the other form of data (Creswell, 2012).  The 
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data analysis is done independently and addresses different research questions (Creswell, 2012).  
For the qualitative part of the research, a collective case study was utilized.  Case study research 
examines a case in a real-life contemporary setting (Yin as cited in Creswell, 2013).  According 
to Creswell (2013), a case study is a qualitative approach to a research study that “explores a 
real-life, contemporary bounded system (a case), or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, 
through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g., 
observations, interviews, audiovisual material, and documents and reports) and reports, a case 
description and case themes” (p. 97).  Merriam (1998) views case studies as a way to better 
understand the situation, with the investigator’s interest lying with the process of inquiry, and not 
solely on the outcome of his or her research.  Additionally, knowledge learned from a case study 
is different from other research knowledge, with more concrete and contextual experiences and 
interpretations (Merriam, 1998).  Merriam (1998) also notes “[w]hile case studies can be very 
quantitative and can test theory, in education they are more likely to be qualitative” (p. 19).  
According to Merriam (1998), the strengths of using qualitative case studies are in examining 
real-life situations and complex social units with multiple variables, where they serve as a 
vehicle for in-depth, holistic description and analysis.  
The intent of conducting this case study was to discover and better understand reading 
support that families provide to their children who receive Title I reading service.  In addition, 
academic-skills training was held through the family literacy workshops.  The workshops would 
serve as a way to involve the families in learning fluency and comprehension strategies to 
enhance their engagement with their children’s reading at home.  This study also examined 
families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their children’s reading at home, and 
their perception of their children’s reading performance.  From the case studies, this researcher 
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Figure 1. Relationship among the three streams of research. 		
hoped to develop “patterns” (Yin as cited in Creswell, 2013, p. 99) and or “explanations” (Yin as 
cited in Creswell, 2013, p. 99) of influences on family engagement, self-efficacy, and perception 
of children’s reading performance through family literacy workshops.   
Conceptual Framework  
This study is framed around three streams of research: Title I – Targeted Assistance 
Program, reading achievement, and family/parent involvement.  The three streams of literature 
are presented in detail in Chapter 2.  The conceptual framework of this study, the relationship 
between the three streams illustrated on Figure 1, and a summary of each stream are noted 
below.  
																								 	
 
 
Title 1 - Targeted Assistance Program  
 The first research stream, Title 1 - Targeted Assistance Program, refers to a part of Title 1 
program that focuses on students who have been identified as having the greatest need for special 
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assistance.  Title 1 is a financial assistance program from the federal government to local 
educational agencies (LEAs) and schools with high numbers or high percentages of children 
from low-income families to help ensure that all children meet challenging state academic 
standards (U.S Dept. of Ed., 2015).  Schools with at least 40 percent of children with socio-
economic status (SES) are eligible for school-wide programs; they may also choose to deliver 
Targeted Assistance Program instead (U.S Dept. of Ed., 2015).  HES met the eligibility for a 
school-wide program; however, the district chose to operate a Targeted Assistance Program 
instead.  As per federal guidelines, the Targeted Assistance Program was provided to students 
who were identified as “failing, or most at risk of failing, to meet the State’s challenging student 
academic standards on the basis of multiple, educationally related, objective criteria” (U.S Dept. 
of Ed., 2016) in reading.   
As a way to combat poverty, President Lyndon Johnson passed the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 to support public education (New America 
Foundation, 2014).  Title I was created as part of ESEA of 1965 to provide financial support to 
school districts in order to improve the education of disadvantaged students (New America 
Foundation, 2014).  This decision was supported by studies, which showed that children from 
low SES are at high risk of developing literacy challenges (Snow et. al., 1998).  NCLB of 2001, 
which is also part of ESEA, puts a great emphasis on parent involvement where the parents may 
have significant opportunities to engage in their children’s education (U.S. Dept., 2004).   
Besides, when examining the students from low SES, studies show that enhanced parental 
involvement is associated with increased student achievement (Carter, 1984; Englund et. al., 
2004; Henderson & Berla, 1997; Izzo et al., 1999), including reading (Dearing et al., 2006).   
Reading Achievement 
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Reading achievement, the second research stream, examined students’ reading 
development and its impact on their overall learning in school.  Slavin and his associates (2010) 
have found that students who experience difficulty with reading encounter greater difficulties 
throughout their academic career and, according to Carbo (2007), similar difficulties are likely to 
be encountered later in life.   
Some studies show that reading achievement can improve with parent involvement 
(McCoy & Cole, 2011; Midraj & Midraj, 2011; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002).  McCoy and Cole 
(2011), for example, found that parents’ engagement in reading activities at home had a positive 
effect on students’ reading achievement and other language skills.  Even when families who had 
initially not been very involved became more involved with their children’s school and learning, 
their children’s literacy improved (Dearing et al., 2006).  Some researchers propose that schools 
across the country could make great investments in improving students’ reading by providing 
additional family support in order to combat students’ reading difficulties at home as well as at 
school (Slavin, 2010).   
Statistically, as a nation, the average reading score for grade 4 in 2013 was not 
significantly different from the performance in 2011 (National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES), 2015).  According to 2013 NAEP data (as cited in NCES, 2015), 35% of grade 4 
students scored Proficient or Advanced while 65% of them scored Basic or Below Basic in 
reading performance; in 2011, 34% scored Proficient or Advanced, and 66% of them scored 
Basic or Below Basic.  In comparison, 40% of grade 4 students in Pennsylvania scored Proficient 
or Advanced on NAEP, and 60% of them scored Basic or Below Basic (NAEP, as cited in 
NCES, 2015a).   
When attempting to compare Pennsylvania’s own standardized test, Pennsylvania System 
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of School Assessment (PSSA), to the NAEP assessment, 2013 data was not available.  Therefore, 
the 2012 released PSSA data was examined.  In that comparison, Pennsylvania students 
outperformed the national grade 4 reading performance.  According to the 2012 PSSA reading 
performance data for grade 4, 82% of students scored Proficient or Advanced while 18% of them 
scored Basic or Below Basic in reading (PDE, 2015a).  While NAEP and PSSA reading tests are 
not exactly the same, the key assessed concepts are similar: Literary texts include fiction, literary 
nonfiction, and poetry; and informational texts include expository, argumentative and persuasive, 
procedural, and document texts (NAEP as cited in NCES, 2015).  To compare HES grade 4 
students’ reading performance to the state, 2012 reading PSSA data was reviewed.  At HES, 74% 
of the students scored Proficient or Advanced, and 26% of them scored Basic or Below Basic 
(Kim, 2014).  While HES students performed better compared to the 2013 national data, they did 
not perform as well as that the state.  More importantly, to have more than 25% of the 4th grade 
students not perform as proficient in reading is a major concern.   
Students receiving Title 1 reading service in grade 2 were also selected for this study, 
since they are in a grade that precedes a grade where a high-stakes standardized PSSA test is first 
administered.  Furthermore, students receiving Title I reading service continued to struggle with 
reading despite ongoing Title I services in reading, school-based Response to Intervention and 
Instruction (RtII) strategies during intervention periods, data analysis of individualized 
intervention strategies, and ongoing communications with families (Kim, 2013).  Hence, this 
study on teaching reading strategies to families of students receiving Title 1 reading service in 
grades 2, 3 and 4 is important.  This study would help determine any influences on the selected 
families’ engagement of their children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy in ability to help 
with reading, and perception of their children’s reading performance.  
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Family Involvement 
This study has used to date the term “parent involvement.”  However, contemporary 
family structures have become more complex and diverse (McCoy & Cole, 2011) than ever 
before.  As such, the traditional family composition of the nuclear family – a mother and father 
living together with their child/ren – is no longer the only model (McCoy & Cole, 2011).  
Currently, many households feature a single parent, parents of same gender, guardians, or 
extended family members serving as caregivers to young children (Hannon & Bird as cited in 
McCoy & Cole, 2011; Wasik & Herrmann, 2004).  To better reflect this dynamic change in 
family composition, the term “family involvement” will be utilized in the study moving forward.  
However, in order to genuinely reference other researchers’ studies, parent involvement is 
utilized in those cases.  
According to Wasik and Herrmann (2004), inclusive family compositions have a “direct 
bearing on the study of literacy within families and the provision of family literacy services” (p. 
6).  They suggest that, in the context of family literacy, it is critical to define “parents” to include 
other extended family and community members so that students receive the most support at 
home (Wasik & Herrmann, 2004).  In essence, regardless of whether or not they are the student’s 
biological parents, if they are caring and providing reading supports to students at home, then 
including them in the family literacy can only benefit the children’s reading performance.  To be 
more inclusive of diverse parent composition, the researcher will use the term “family” to reflect 
a broad and inclusive definition of parents, including by biology, by any other kinship, or by 
contextual relationships.  However, when discussing the literature, the term “parent” will be 
used, so as to accurately reflect the original researcher’s intention.   
The third research stream examines families’ involvement with their children in an 
  
	
18 
educational manner (Jones, 2001).  Family involvement has been traditionally understood as 
volunteering at school functions and participating in parent-teacher conferences (Epstein & 
Dauber, 1991).  However, conceptualizations of family involvement have evolved over time.  
Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995, 1997) expanded parental involvement to include home-
based activities, such as assisting with homework and discussing school events, as well as 
school-based activities, such as volunteering at school and attending school events. They claimed 
that when parents are involved, there are positive influences for children, including an improved 
ability to learn and greater confidence in their academic success (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 
1995, 1997).   
Epstein (1995) identified six types of parental involvement, which serve as one of the 
most widely used and effective tools for defining parental involvement practices that produces 
specific outcomes.  This study focused on one of the six-involvement practices, “learning at 
home,” which provides opportunities for families to reinforce learned academic skills and 
curricula at home (Epstein, 1995).  Furthermore, family involvement entails sharing of 
responsibility between families and school with a common goal of student success (Epstein, 
2005), and it encourages all adults who care for a student to become a member of the educational 
enhancement team (Jordan, Orozco, & Averett, 2001).   
 The three streams noted above highlight the research on parent involvement and reading 
achievement for students who receive Title 1 Targeted Assistance Program in reading.  Further, 
those streams intersect on the relationship among parental involvement, targeted specific reading 
strategies and their effects on students’ reading performance.  The intersection of the streams 
coupled with the literature review, this researcher’s philosophical view, and her personal 
experience as the principal for HES, where a significant number of students receive Title I 
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reading service, helped to frame this dissertation study. 
Definition of Terms  
Key words referenced throughout this proposed study are defined below.    
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)  
U.S. Department of Education defines Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is the amount of 
yearly improvement each Title I school and district is expected to make in order to ensure 
low-achieving children meet the high performance levels expected of all children (U.S. 
Dept. of Ed., 2009).  AYP also requires of each Title I school and LEA continuous and 
substantial yearly improvements sufficient to achieve the goal of all children serving 
under Title I, particularly economically disadvantaged and limited-English proficient 
children, meeting the State's proficient and advanced levels of performance. AYP links 
progress primarily to performance on the State’s final assessment and other measures, 
such as dropout, retention, and attendance rates (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2009). 
Comprehension 
Comprehension is “the essence of reading,” and the active and intentional thinking in 
which meaning is constructed through interactions between the text and the reader 
(Durkin as cited in DIBELS “Comprehension,” n.d.). 
Communication 
Communication includes two-way and many-way channels of communication that 
connect schools, families, students, and the community (Epstein, 1995).  The 
communication is about school programs, student progress, and other academic 
endeavors. 
Community  
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Community is comprised of the neighborhoods where students' homes and schools are 
located, as well as any neighborhoods that influence students’ learning and development 
(Epstein, 1995).  
Decision-making 
Decision-making is a process of partnership, sharing views and actions toward shared 
goals where families are active participants in making school-related decisions and 
advocating for their children’s learning (Epstein, 1995). 
The Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 
DIBELS are a set of procedures and measures for assessing the acquisition of early 
literacy skills from kindergarten through sixth grade. They are designed to be short (one 
minute) fluency measures used to regularly monitor the development of early literacy and 
early reading skills (Kaminski & Good, 1996, as cited in DIBELS “Big Ideas,” n.d.).  
English Language Learner (ELL) 
The No Child Left Behind Act defines ELLs as students who are acquiring English for 
their education (Federal Definition of an ELL, n.d.).  According to the federal 
government, ELL is a person:  
1. who is 3 to 21 years of age; and 	
2. who is enrolled or preparing to enroll in an elementary or secondary school; 
and 	
3. (i) who was not born in the United States or whose native language is a 
language other than English; 	
(ii)(I) who is a Native American or Alaskan Native, or a native resident of the 
outlying areas; and  
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(II) who comes from an environment where a language other than English 
has had a significant impact on the individual’s level of English language 
proficiency; or  
(iii) who is migratory, whose native language is a language other than 
English, and who comes from an environment where a language other than 
English is dominant; and  
4. whose difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English 
language may be sufficient to deny the individual - 	
(i) the ability to meet the State’s proficient level of achievement on State 
assessments; 
(ii) the ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language of 
instruction is English; or  
(iii) the opportunity to participate fully in society.  (Public Law 107-110, 
Title IX, Part A, Sec. 9101, (25), as cited in Federal Definition of an ELL, 
n.d.))  
The term ELL is often preferred over limited-English-proficient (LEP) as it highlights 
accomplishments rather than deficits (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2005). 
Family-Home Partnership – It is a relationship between families and school professionals 
where they cooperate, coordinate, and collaborate to enhance the students’ growth 
academically, socially, emotionally, and behaviorally (Albright & Weissberg, 2010; 
Downer & Myers, 2010; Lines, Miller, & Arthur-Stanley as cited in Sheridan, Kim, 
Coutts, Sjuts, Holmes, Ransom, & Garbacz, 2012).   
Family Involvement 
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Family involvement is a shared responsibility between families and school with a shared 
goal of student success (Epstein, 2005).  The “family” in family involvement is defined 
as any supportive adult role model - a parent, grandparent, aunt/uncle, neighbor, 
caregiver, or any adult in a child’s life - who is committed to the academic, social, 
emotional, and physical development/empowerment of a child (National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA), n.d.).  
Family Literacy Workshops 
Family Literacy Workshops are literacy sessions at the school in which family members 
can learn about reading strategies in order to help their children with reading outside the 
school.   
Fluency 
Fluency (automaticity) is reading words without any noticeable cognitive or mental 
effort; it is having mastered word recognition skills to the point of overlearning (DIBELS 
“Accuracy and Fluency,” n.d.).  
Interactive Shared Reading: Dialogic Reading – Interactive Shared Reading is a 
comprehension strategy, and it involves a child answering questions, explaining, and 
reading aloud before, during, and after book reading (Trivette & Dunst, 2007).  Dialogic 
Reading, a specific form of Interactive Shared Reading, uses five W questions (who, 
what, when, where, and why) to help children interact with the stories and to increase 
language development and comprehension (Van Voorhis, Maier, Epstein, & Lloyd, 
2013).   
Local Educational Agency (LEA) – LEA is a public board of education or other public 
authority legally constituted within a State as an administrative agency for its public 
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elementary or secondary schools (U.S. Dept. of Ed, n.d.). 
Limited English Proficient (LEP)  
U.S. Department of Education refers Limited English Proficient (LEP) as a national-
origin-minority student who is not proficient in English.  LEP is same as English 
Language Learner (ELL) (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2005).    
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
NCLB is a federal legislation that enacts the theories of standards-based education 
reform. NCLB ensures that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to 
obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging state 
academic achievement standards and state academic assessments. NCLB requires schools 
to develop ways to get parents more involved in their child’s education and in improving 
schools (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2004). 
Paired Reading – It is a fluency strategy where a child reads aloud in tandem with and adult, 
and when the child makes a reading error, the adult corrects the word read incorrectly; 
then, they read in tandem (Topping as cited by Wright, 2001). 
Parents - In the context of family literacy, parents include other extended family and community 
members so that students receive the most support at home (Wasik & Herrmann, 2004).  
As exemplified by National Literacy Trust’s (McCoy & Cole, 2011) definition, parents 
therefore include biological parents, stepparents, grandparents, foster parents, siblings 
and other caregivers.  In essence, any adult who care and provide reading supports to 
children at home are included as parents in this study.  Whenever possible, this study uses 
the term “family” to reflect a broad and inclusive definition of parents, including 
biologically related, by any kinship, or by contextual relationships.   
  
	
24 
Parent Involvement 
Parent involvement is the  
“participation of parents in regular, two-way, and meaningful communication 
involving student academic learning and other school activities including: 
assisting their child’s learning; being actively involved in their child’s education 
at school; serving as full partners in their child’s education and being included, as 
appropriate, in decision-making and on advisory committees to assist in the 
education of their child; and the carrying out of other activities such as those 
described in section 1118 of the ESEA Section 9101(32) (U.S. Dept. of Ed. 
“Definitions,” 2004, p. 31).”   
Parent involvement is also viewed as the implementation of an intervention program in 
which the parent has a direct interaction with the child in either the delivery or 
monitoring of the intervention (Nye et al., 2006). 
Partnership 
According to Chrispeels (as cited in Luchuck, 1998), a partnership is the combined effort 
of educators and families in collaborating for the purpose of the academic and personal 
success of the student.  Teachers and families, through partnership, can build a strong 
relationship with the same goal: student achievement.  When working together, teachers 
and families are more apt to find the strategies that are the most effective for individual 
students to achieve. 
Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) 
The Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) is a standards-based assessment 
administered annually in all Pennsylvania public schools (Pennsylvania Department of 
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Education (PDE) ”PSSA,” 2010).  The test measures students’ knowledge and 
application of the state academic standards and the how effective the school programs are 
in ensuring students’ ability to achieve proficiency (PDE ”PSSA,” 2010).  The test 
includes reading and math for students in grades 3 to 8 and 11; writing is administered to 
students in grades 5, 8, and 11; and, science is administered to students in grades 4 and 8 
(PDE ”PSSA,” 2010).  
Phonemic awareness 
Phonemic awareness is the ability to hear and manipulate the sounds in spoken words and 
the understanding that spoken words and syllables are made up of sequences of speech 
sounds (Yopp as cited in DIBELS “Phonemic Awareness,” n.d.). 
Phonics 
Phonics is the system of letter-sound relationships that serves as the foundation for 
decoding words in print (DIBELS “Phonemic Awareness,” n.d.). 
Reading Achievement 
Reading achievement is the level of attainment in all or any reading skills, usually 
estimated by how a person performs in a reading test.  
Repeated Reading – This is another fluency strategy where a child reads through a passage 
repeatedly aloud, and the adult provides help with reading errors (Topping as cited by 
Wright, 2001).  This strategy improves pace and expression, helps with disjointed 
reading, and improves understanding (Morrow, Kuhn, & Schwanenflugel, 2006). 
Response to Intervention and Instruction (RtII) 
Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtII) is multi-step approach to assessment and 
instruction framework for Pennsylvania’s Standards Aligned System (SAS) (PDE 
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“Secondary response,” 2010).  The RtII aims to improve student achievement using 
research-based curriculum, instructional practices, and tiered interventions matched to the 
assessed needs of students (PDE “A parent’s guide,” 2010).   Additionally, RtII is 
designed to provide early academic and behavioral supports to struggling students before 
they waiting them to fail (PDE “A parent’s guide,” 2010).  
Socio-economic status (SES) 
Socio-economic status is based on families’ income, parental education level, parental 
occupation, and social status in the community (North Central Regional Educational 
Laboratory (NCREL), n.d.). 
Student Performance 
Student performance is the progress of a student as determined by a variety of factors 
including: assessment data; class work; teacher observations; student engagement and 
time on task; and student motivation, attendance, and similar information (adapted from 
U.S. Dept. of Ed. “Definitions,” n.d.). 
Targeted Assistance Program – It is a part of Title 1 federally funded program to LEAs and 
schools with at least 40 percent of children with low SES to help ensure that they meet 
challenging state academic standards (U.S Dept. of Ed., 2015).  Instead of operating as a 
school-wide Title 1 program, LEAs may choose Targeted Assistance Programs where 
only the students who are identified as “failing, or most at risk of failing, to meet the 
State’s challenging student academic standards on the basis of multiple, educationally 
related, objective criteria” (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2016) are eligible for the service. 
Think-alouds – It is a comprehension strategy that uses a metacognitive technique in which 
students think about their own thinking by verbalizing their thoughts as they read and 
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thus utilize strategies to comprehend a text (Oster, 2001). 
Title I 
Title I, Part A (Title I) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, provides 
financial assistance to local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools with high numbers 
or high percentages of children from low-income families to help ensure that all children 
meet challenging state academic standards (U.S. Dept. of Ed. “Definitions,” n.d.). 
Vocabulary 
Vocabulary in reading is associated with receptive vocabulary, which requires a reader to 
associate a specific meaning with a given label as in reading or listening (DIBELS, n.d.).  
Assumptions and Limitations 
This section discusses assumptions, or what may be assumed to be true but unable to be 
verified, and limitations, or what may be weaknesses that surround this study. 
Assumptions   
In this study, the following assumptions with respect to the participants and the effects of 
the study were made.  Participants would respond to surveys and interviews honestly and 
accurately based on their personal experiences.  They would also respond to the surveys and 
interview questions to the best of their ability.  Fluency and comprehension strategies would 
have similar effects on students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4 at HES as 
with the students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4 in other schools.  
Families of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4 at HES are more or 
less likely to have the academic skills to support their children’s reading at home as the families 
of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4 in other schools.  Families of 
students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4 at HES are more or less likely to 
  
	
28 
be engaged in their children’s reading skills at home as families of students  receiving Title 1 
reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4.  Lastly, students receiving Title I reading service at HES 
are likely to have similar low SES as the students receiving Title I reading service other schools.  
Limitations 
There were several limitations to this study.  One pertained to challenges of using a 
mixed-methods design such as time, resources and effort from the researcher (Creswell & Plano 
Clark, 2007).  In order to collect quantitative as well as qualitative data, where qualitative data 
may take longer time to code and analyze, this researcher allocated ample time and effort to 
gather and analyze the data thoroughly.  
Another limitation was the small sample size.  The participants of the study were seven 
families whose children receive Title I reading service, a sub-group of the entire population; 
therefore, it would be challenging to generalize to the population that receives Title 1 reading 
service and to the entire population.  While the findings are not generalizable, this study would 
offer an in-depth look at what learning at home looks like for three case-study families whose 
children receive Title 1 reading service.  Such findings may be relevant to teachers and principals 
working with similar families whose children receive Title 1 reading support, and could inform 
how other practitioners enlist and promote family involvement.  
Also, due to the time limit, only four family literacy workshops were conducted, which 
may negatively affect the results due to insufficient time for meaningful practice and learning to 
occur.  Still, the time between each of the literacy workshops was not too long such that it 
provides ample opportunity for the participants to practice the acquired reading skills with their 
children.  Also, by focusing two workshops on fluency and two workshops on comprehension 
strategies, participants were able to learn the same focused skills for two sessions, and this 
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researcher hoped to mediate some limitations.   
While a series of four family literacy workshops served as the intervention of this study 
and each workshop was designed to be a stand alone, attending only one workshop may not 
provide the accompanying strategies that are delivered in other workshops.  Furthermore, the 
fluency and comprehensions strategies are enhanced when participants attend more than one of 
its two focused strategy workshops.  For example, since fluency strategies are divided into 
Workshop 1 and 2, parents who attended both sessions were able to maximize the benefits of the 
workshops and learn more strategies to help their child’s reading at home. 
Another limitation is that the study focused on the families of students receiving Title I 
reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4, and this may limit generalizing the results to students 
receiving Title 1 reading service in other grades.  However, studies show that if children are not 
proficient readers by the end of third grade, they encounter overwhelming challenges in school 
which makes third grade a critical year in reading (Zakariya, 2015).  According to Workman 
(2014) and Feister (2013), many states and school districts are working to provide interventions 
to struggling readers in grade 3, and with a focus on those from low socio-economic status.  
Then, as fourth graders, they encounter a various genre and texts that further challenges 
struggling readers.  Struggling readers rarely catch up with their peers academically and are four 
times likely to drop out (Hernandez, 2011).  Therefore, concentrating on the families of students 
in grades 2, 3 and 4 seemed to be a suitable study group. 
Lastly, since the study was conducted in the researcher’s former school, there would be 
possibilities that she may know some of the participating families.  As with all qualitative 
research, her bias may influence her interaction with the participating families of students 
receiving Title I reading service.  As some studies have recommended, to minimize biases, I 
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engaged in reflexivity – researcher’s awareness of his/her own choices that influence the 
interpretation of the study (Horsburgh as cited in Lietz and Zayas, 2010) - and raised self-
awareness of her personal influence on this dissertation study through journaling (Drisko, as 
cited in Lietz and Zayas, 2010).  This helped to ensure that the researcher adhered to the highest 
ethics and helped manage her subjectivities.  Nonetheless, her earlier experiences with some of 
the parents and children could also be a strength.  The researcher’s previous relationships with 
the families could help her to establish rapport and trust in her new role as researcher.  Moreover, 
her previous experience as a school principal would serve her well as her endeavor to create 
relationships with parents who are new to HES.  By recognizing the limitations to this study, the 
researcher exercised caution when analyzing and interpreting the data.    
Summary 
With the enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, many studies have focused 
on parent involvement and its effects on student achievement, and in particular, reading.  Studies 
show that when families support their children, those children become successful students 
(Epstein & Rodriguez, 2004), and that a family environment that promotes learning has a greater 
impact on student achievement than family socio-economic status, educational level, or cultural 
background (Henderson & Berla, 1994; Walberg, 1984).  Based on the literature review, there is 
no doubt that family involvement is important to student achievement (Henderson & Berla, 
1994).  The kind of family involvement that has been associated with improved student learning 
is when families help their children develop specific knowledge and skills (Henderson & Mapp, 
2002).  Yet, there is a need to study the influences of specific reading strategies that families can 
learn to support their children’s reading.  Hence, this research used a mixed-methods study to 
examine the influences of family literacy workshops on the way families of students receiving 
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Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 at HES engage with their children’s reading at home, 
their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading performance.  This study was 
conducted by focusing on fluency and comprehension strategies during the four-part family 
literacy workshop series.  In the next chapter, a literature review on Title I schools, reading 
achievement in connection to fluency and comprehension skills, and family involvement 
including defining parent involvement - redefining parents in parent involvement, and influences 
on academic performance - are discussed.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction 
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB Act) has mandated schools to prioritize 
parental involvement in their children’s education as a critical component in enhancing student 
achievement.  Consequently, schools are working to get more parents involved with their 
children’s learning.  Henderson and Mapp’s (2002) research – which shows that students benefit 
from increased parental involvement by improved academic achievement, increased school 
enjoyment, and fewer drop-outs – reinforces the need for the provisions of the NCLB Act where 
schools and families work together to support education.  
As a part of the NLCB Act, schools that have socio-economically disadvantaged 
populations provide Title I programs to students who need academic support in reading and math 
(U.S. Dept. of Education, 2004).  In 2008, the U.S. Department of Education introduced Reading 
First, a federal program that funds scientifically based research to make meaningful progress in 
reading achievement and serves as “an academic cornerstone” for NCLB (para. 1).   This 
suggests that reading is a major concern for the nation, and that the nation’s goal is to address the 
reading achievement issue (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2008).  Another important part of the 
NCLB Act is parent involvement.  It emphasizes parent involvement so that parents may have 
significant opportunities to engage in their children’s education (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2004).  
Parental involvement has traditionally been defined as volunteering at school functions and 
participating in parent-teacher conferences.  However, other aspects of parental involvement may 
affect student learning.  Some parents may help with their child with homework and/or 
schoolwork (Duvall, Delquadri, Elliott, & Hall, 1992; Van Voorhis, 2003), while others may 
discuss school activities and/or communicate their expectations and attitudes about school and 
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education (Halle, Kurtz-Costes & Mahoney, 1997; Henderson, 1987).  For example, when 
parents help with homework or schoolwork, they may be transferring to their children that school 
is important which has been beneficial for student achievement (Epstein, 1988; Grolnick, Ryan, 
& Deci, 1991; Hill & Taylor, 2004).   
The review of the literature helped frame the research questions for this dissertation 
study: how family literacy workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s 
reading at home, their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading performance.  
After the presentation of the conceptual framework, this literature review is divided into three 
sections that discuss Title I schools, reading achievement, and parental involvement in education.   
Conceptual Framework 
About 40% of HES students continue to struggle academically in reading despite ongoing 
Title I services in reading at HES, school-based RtII strategies during intervention periods, data 
analysis for individualized intervention strategies, and on-going communication with families 
(Kim, 2013).  Parent involvement is one area targeted for improvement at both HES and the 
district.  This study sought to explore the following questions by facilitating family literacy 
workshops and examining their influence on their engagement in their child’s reading at home:   
1. Do family literacy workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s 
reading at home?   
a. Do family literacy workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in 
their ability to help their children’s reading at home? 
b. Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops influence their 
perception of their children’s reading performance?  
This study is framed around three streams of research: Title I – Targeted Assistance 
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Figure 2. Relationship among the three streams of research. 		
Program, reading achievement, and family/parent involvement.  The three streams are presented 
in Chapter 1 in detail.  The first stream, Title I – Targeted Assistance Program, focuses on parent 
involvement and its effects on student achievement with an emphasis on reading.  The second 
stream examines reading achievement in school with Title I – Targeted Assistance Program and 
the impact from parent involvement.  The third stream, family/parent involvement, examines 
various forms of family/parent involvement in elementary students, evolving definitions of 
family and parent, and the influences of family/parent workshops on student achievement.  As 
shown in Figure 2, the three streams intersect on the relationship between parental involvement, 
targeted specific reading strategies and their effects on students’ reading performance.  The 
intersection of the streams served to frame this dissertation study. 
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Literature Review 
Title I – Targeted Assistance Program  
As part of the War on Poverty, President Lyndon B. Johnson passed the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 to support public education (New America 
Foundation, 2014).  Subsequently, the Title I program was created, as part of the ESEA, to 
provide financial support to local school districts in order to improve the education of 
disadvantaged students (New America Foundation, 2014).  Title I is a federally-funded program 
intended to provide a “fair, equal, and significant opportunity” to schools in order to close the 
achievement gap between SES and non-SES students (New America Foundation, 2014, para. 1).  
Studies have shown that children from low socio-economic status (SES) are at high risk of 
developing literacy challenges (Snow et. al., 1998).  Hence, the US Department of Education 
(2004) extended Title I programming under NCLB.    
Title I schools with at least 40 percent of students from low-income families may provide 
a "school-wide program" or offer a "targeted assistance program" instead (U.S. Dept. of Ed, 
n.d.).  With the Targeted Assistance Program, eligible student are identified as “failing, or most 
at risk of failing, to meet the State's challenging academic achievement standards” (U.S. Dept. of 
Ed, n.d.). Schools with Targeted Assistance Program design an instructional program to meet the 
needs of eligible students in consultation with local parents, staff, and district staff (U.S. Dept. of 
Ed, n.d.).  
To address the achievement gap, the U.S. Department of Education (2008) introduced 
Reading First, the federal program to fund scientifically-based research in order to make 
meaningful progress in reading achievement.  The goal of the Reading First program is to have 
all students be proficient in reading by the time they are in grade 3 (U.S. Dept. of Education, 
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2014).  One of the critical parts of NCLB is to increase parent involvement in their children’s 
learning (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2004).    
 When Dearing, Kreider, Simpkins, and Weiss (2006) examined family involvement in 
school and low-income children’s literacy, they found that increased parental involvement was 
associated with increased literacy performance for students between kindergarten and fifth grade.  
Shaver and Walls (1998) also found similar results when they studied the effects of parent 
involvement on the reading and math achievement of low-performing Title I students in 
elementary and middle grades.  Shaver and Walls (1998) learned that higher parent involvement 
increased student achievement in both reading and math.  Both Englund and associates (2004) 
and Izzo and associates (1999) also found that increased parental involvement in students with 
low SES was associated with increased academic achievement.    
 Henderson and Berla (1997), in their review of over sixty studies, found that when 
schools have programs aimed at nurturing relationships between families and schools, it helped 
negate the negative effects of inadequate family resources and modified school performance.  In 
addition, home practices that supported learning, such as providing encouragement about 
schoolwork and emphasizing family literacy, had a more significant impact on student 
achievement than SES (Henderson & Berla, 1997).   
In a study by Bartel (2010), children and parents in a Title I school participated in a 6-
week summer program.  The study also used Interactive Homework, a modified version of the 
National Network of Partnership Schools at Johns Hopkins University called TIPS (Teachers 
Involve Parents in Schoolwork).  Based on survey responses after the summer program, home-
based activities such as supervising homework, reading with their children and doing other 
school-related activities increased by 11%.  While Bartel (2010) did not note any improved 
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academic performance, increases in parent involvement showed promise.  The survey also 
indicated that parents had limited knowledge about the subject matter and wanted to know more 
about their children’s learning (Bartel, 2010). 
Carter (1984) concluded in his study that, generally speaking, students in Title I schools 
achieved more academically than their counterparts in non-Title I schools.  This was more 
evident with math than reading (Borman & Agostino, 1996; Carter, 1984) and with elementary 
than secondary schools (Carter, 1984).  Borman and Agostino (2010) argued that Title I had 
become an increasingly effective program since its conception.  They also found that those 
students who participated in Title I programs in their early grades have maintained their 
academic gains at the secondary level, continually performing better than their non-Title I peers.  
Reading Achievement 
 The literature reviewed in this area is presented in three sub-sections: reading 
achievement of low socioeconomic status (SES) students, reading achievement of English 
Language Learners (ELLs), and the influence of fluency and reading comprehension on reading 
achievement.    
According to Slavin and associates (2010), students’ development as fluent readers has a 
significant influence on their development as learners.  Students who experience difficulty with 
reading encounter great obstacles in achieving academic success (Slavin, 2010), as well as 
limited chance of success in later life (Carbo, 2007).  By the time that students reach fourth grade 
and they are not able to read fluently and independently, their learning is hindered (Carbo, 2007).  
This, in turn, poses challenges to teachers in higher grades who must teach their content subject 
matter to struggling readers (Carbo, 2007).  Therefore, schools across the country make great 
investments in teaching reading and in providing additional support to combat reading 
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difficulties (Slavin, 2010).   
 Reading Achievement of Low SES Students.  Often, in education and with students, 
socio-economic status (SES) is measured by their parents’ “education, income and occupation” 
(American Psychological Association, 2015, para.1). SES plays an important role in education, 
including reading achievement, with students from higher socio-economic backgrounds 
achieving higher grades, performing better on achievement tests, and pursuing higher education 
(Gottfried, Gottfried, Bathurst, Guerin, & Parramore, 2003; Matsen et al., 1999).  As an example, 
the Coleman (1966) report stated that the best predictor of student achievement is the 
socioeconomic status of the parents.   
 Current research studies have consistently demonstrated this relationship between SES 
and academic achievement.  Aikens and Barbarin (2008) find that low-SES students acquire 
language skills more slowly, demonstrate delayed letter recognition and phonological awareness, 
and are at risk for reading difficulties.  A study by Hattie (2009) also indicated that children from 
lower SES households achieved at a lower level than same grade level peers from higher SES 
households.  There are several studies where income is correlated with academic achievement, 
i.e. low SES background is correlated to lower achievement (Bandura et. al., 1996; Bradley & 
Corwyn, 2002; Kishiyama et. al., 2009).  Furthermore, students from low-income families are at 
exceptional risk to develop literacy problems (Snow et al., 1998) and have lower reading 
achievement when compared to the reading achievement of students from higher income families 
(Bhattacharya, 2010). 
 When Rosenshine (2002) examined the longitudinal study of academic achievement of 
students from low socio-economic status, which included reading performance, they showed 
very limited progress towards grade-level competencies.  Rosenshine (2002) also observed the 
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gap in reading achievement in those students from grades 1 to 3.  He attributed the gap to 
students from low SES backgrounds having limited exposure to language when compared to 
students from high SES backgrounds.  
SES has been recognized as an important factor concerning parental involvement.  For 
example, Schneider and Coleman’s study (1993) have found that parent qualities often 
associated with SES are positively related to parental involvement.  In an extensive ethnographic 
study, Lareau (1987) found that middle class parents were often involved in school activities and 
influential in school decision-making, while working class parents played a less active role in 
their children’s education.  Bakker and associates (2007) also found that low-SES parents were 
less involved with their children's education than higher-SES parents.  However, recent findings 
suggest that low-income parents may be more involved at home rather than at school such that 
that their overall involvement is similar to that of higher-SES parents (Bakker et al., 2007).   
Many low SES parents feel their involvement is not welcomed and are viewed by 
teachers as being uninterested in their children’s education (Brantliner & Guskin, 1987).  This 
could, in part, help to explain the low involvement in school activities. However, Henderson 
(1988) believes that parents of low SES need to be invited to school activities and engaged by 
teachers even if they are not well educated since their children would benefit the most.  
Reading Achievement of ELLs.  According to the National Center for Educational 
Statistics (NCES) (2015), the percentage of public school students in the United States who were 
English language learners was 4.4 million students or 9.2 percent in the 2012–13 school year. 
The majority of English Language Learners (ELLs) were born in the U.S; less than one-quarter 
of elementary age ELLs and less than half of secondary-age ELLs are foreign-born (Capps, Fix, 
Murray, Passel, & Herwantoro, 2005).  The majority of ELLs, over 85 percent, are Spanish-
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speaking, and most of them are from Mexico and Central America (Uro & Barrio, 2013).  Asian 
ELLs make up about 5 percent with Chinese, Hmong, and Vietnamese as dominant Asian 
languages (Uro & Barrio, 2013).  
According to Galindo (2009), ELLs who are not proficient in English are educationally 
disadvantaged when compared to native-English speaking students.  When entering 
Kindergarten, ELLs have significantly lower English proficiency compared to native-English 
speaking students, and, the gaps remain substantial through grade 5 (Galindo, 2009).  The 
achievement gaps are also observed in math even at the end of 5th grade (Galindo, 2009). 
Even within the ELL subgroups, there are variations in their academic achievement.  The 
largest achievement gaps are noted for students who are not proficient in verbal English when 
entering kindergarten, Hispanic students, and students from the lowest SES background 
(Galindo, 2009).  In contrast, smaller achievement gaps are noted for students who are proficient 
in verbal English when entering kindergarten, Asian, or from the highest SES background 
(Galindo, 2009).  Furthermore, on average, reading achievement gaps between ELLs and native-
English speaking students remain stable between the mid-third grade and fifth grade; however, 
by the mid-fifth grade, reading achievement gaps widen (Galindo, 2009).  Among ELLs, Asian 
American ELL students are often underserved, under-supported, and experience academic 
difficulties (Hune & Takeuchi, 2008).   
Studies on parent involvement have been associated with improved student reading 
achievement (Faires, Nichols, & Rickelman, 2000; Jason, Kurasaki, Neuson, & Garcia, 1993; 
McCoy & Cole, 2011; Mehran & White, 1988; Midraj & Midraj, 2011; Searls, Lewis, & 
Morrow, 1982; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002; Shuck, Ulsh, & Platt, 1983).  With respect to ELLs, 
parental involvement at home, for instance, had significant association with improved reading 
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accuracy and fluency in fourth grade “English as a Foreign Language” students (Midraj & 
Midraj, 2011) and in English language skills (Walters & Gunderson, 1985).   
Midraj and Midraj (2011) studied the effects of different types of parental involvement - 
home-based literacy activities, providing resources at home, and involvement at school - on the 
achievement of participants’ second language, English.  To clarify, the study examined English 
reading achievement of non-English speaking fourth-graders in a different country.  The findings 
indicate that providing learning resources at home are associated with improved reading 
comprehension and fluency while parent involvement in home-based literacy activities, in a form 
of tutoring, is associated with improved reading fluency.  In another study of ELLs by Walters 
and Gunderson (1985), they learned that even non-native English speaking parents reading to their 
children in their native language made similar advances in literacy as a native-English speaking 
participants whose parents read to them in English.  To illustrate, Chinese children whose parents 
read to them in Chinese made significant gains in reading in English (Walter & Gunderson, 1985).  
Additionally, there was no negative effect on English reading achievement of participating Chinese 
children (Walter & Gunderson, 1985). 
Roles of Fluency and Reading Comprehension on Reading Achievement.  According 
to Adler’s (2004) extensive research on identifying building blocks for teaching children to read, 
phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension strategies are essential 
skills.  As a way to improve reading achievement for this proposed study, fluency and reading 
comprehension strategies were the focus of the family literacy workshops in this dissertation 
study, since many of the targeted Title 1 students in grades 3 and 4 would have their fundamental 
decoding skills (DIBELS Next, 2013; Kim, 2014).  According to Rasinski, Rikli, and Johnston 
(2009), fluency was significantly correlated with reading comprehension.  In addition, Rasinski 
and Padak (1998) found that students in grades 1 to 5, who were referred for Title 1 reading 
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support, were often considered to struggle with reading fluency.  Hence, fluency seemed to be a 
big challenge in reading.  LaBerge and Samuels (as cited in Rasinski, Rikli, & Johnston, 2009) 
theorized that a possible relationship between fluency and comprehension pertains to the 
automaticity of reading.  The theory postulates that students who have not achieved automaticity 
in word recognition exert a significant amount of cognitive energy to decode the words while 
reading (LaBerge and Samuels as cited in Rasinski, Rikli, & Johnston, 2009).  Subsequently, less 
cognitive energy is utilized in comprehending the text, and comprehension is negatively affected 
by poor fluency (LaBerge and Samuels as cited in Rasinski, Rikli, & Johnston, 2009).  This is 
supported by other studies that suggest that instruction targeted at improving prosody and 
automatic reading fluency lead to improved reading comprehension (Biggs, Homan, Derick, & 
Rasinski, 2008).   
Fluency.  Morrow, Kuhn, and Schwanenflugel (2006) studied the effects of the Family 
Fluency Program, which had activities that were easy to understand and initiate and produced 
quick results.  Participating parents saw the progress in their children’s reading of repeated 
stories: improved pace and expression; less disjointed reading; and improved understanding 
(Morrow, Kuhn, & Schwanenflugel, 2006). According to Morrow, Kuhn, and Schwanenflugel 
(2006), the activities in the Family Fluency Program enhanced parent involvement in literacy 
activities at home.  While there were positive outcomes from the program, Morrow, Kuhn, and 
Schwanenflugel (2006), it was not determined if the program contributed to enhanced reading 
achievement.  
In another study that examined the effects of parent-tutoring program (Fiala & Sheridan, 
2003) involving three students in grades 3 and 4, parents and students were trained in a Paired-
Reading (PR) method.  In both the paired reading and independent reading, the parent corrected 
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any words that the child read incorrectly.  Although, the study has a very limited number of 
participants, the findings showed students improved in reading performance, after 5 - 6 weeks of 
the intervention (Fiala & Sheridan, 2003). 
Reading Comprehension.  Comprehension is understood as a combination of complex 
skills and actions (Kintsch & Kintsch, as cited in Enz & Stamm, 2015) that require the activation 
of prior knowledge (Enz & Stamm, 2015).  For young children, often parents play a role in 
developing the connection between the new and the old knowledge (Enz & Foley, as cited in Enz 
& Stamm, 2015).  Parents can further develop the connection by providing their children with 
various forms of information, including expository and/or storybooks (Christakis & Zimmerman, 
as cited in Enz & Stamm, 2015).  This can be done through Interactive Shared Reading where 
parents read a book to a child using a variety of techniques to engage the children during reading 
(Trivette & Dunst, 2007).  For example, when parents expand on their children’s responses, 
encourage them to retell stories, reiterate the character names and events in stories, they help to 
build and further reinforce language skills as well as literacy skills which make children 
successful readers (Enz & Stamm, 2015).  
Interactive shared reading that involved children’s participation by answering questions, 
explaining, and reading aloud before, during, and after book reading has shown to be effective 
(Trivette & Dunst, 2007).  Interactive shared reading is also viewed as a part of Dialogic 
Reading, a specific form of shared reading, where five W questions (who, what, when, where, 
and why) are asked to help children interact with the stories and to increase language 
development and comprehension (Van Voorhis, Maier, Epstein, & Lloyd, 2013).  In a study by 
Bochna (as cited in WWC, 2015), children’s story comprehension was assessed by asking 
questions that related to the story topic.  This resulted in a significantly higher comprehension 
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outcome (Bochna, as cited in WWC, 2015).  Re-telling, one of the strategies of Interactive 
Shared Reading, has shown to influence story-related comprehension and early literacy 
development (Enz & Stamm, 2015).   
Another proven effective strategy for enhancing reading comprehension in addition to 
vocabulary and fluency is “Think-alouds.”  It is a metacognitive technique in which students 
think about their own thinking by verbalizing their thoughts as they read and thus utilize 
strategies to comprehend a text (Oster, 2001).  The findings from several studies have shown that 
students who practice think-aloud strategies scored significantly higher on comprehension 
(Anderson & Roit, as cited by Oster, 2001; Beck, & McKeown, as cited by Oster, 2001).  A 
study by Fisher, Frey and Lapp (as cited by Enz & Stamm, 2015) further reinforced the 
effectiveness of think-alouds.  In their study, the participating teachers’ implementation of think-
aloud strategy has resulted in students’ reading proficiency increasing from 12% to 21% in six 
months and to 47% in two years.  While formal studies on parents’ use of think-alouds with their 
children are not readily available, based on the studies mentioned previously, using think-alouds 
in family literacy workshops may have positive impact on participating students’ reading 
comprehension.  
Family/Parent Involvement 
 The literature reviewed in this area is presented in three sub-sections: defining parental 
involvement, redefining parent, and school practices to enhance parent involvement.   
Defining Parental Involvement.  From the review of the literature, there are many 
different meanings of the term “parental involvement.” According to McCarthy (2000), parents 
viewed their involvement in their children’s education as imparting a positive attitude about 
school, expecting appropriate behaviors and assisting with homework.  DePlanty, Coulter-Kern, 
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and Duchane (2007), however, utilized a narrower interpretation of parental involvement.  They 
focused on parental involvement as parents’ discussion of school activities with their children at 
home.  Lee and Bowen (2006) presented parental involvement as parents exhibiting their 
involvement at both school and home: at school, parents may become involved by participating 
in parent-teacher conferences and volunteering at school events; at home, the parents may be 
involved by assisting with homework, discussing school work and school experiences, and 
structuring home activities (p. 194).   
U.S. Department of Education (2004) established an official definition of parental 
involvement, which serves as a guide for schools and school districts across the nation in 
developing and implementing parental programs.  According to the U.S. Department of 
Education (2004), parental involvement is defined as: 
The participation of parents in regular, two-way, and meaningful communication 
involving student academic learning and other school activities including: 
assisting their child’s learning; being actively involved in their child’s education 
at school; serving as full partners in their child’s education and being included, 
as appropriate, in decision-making and on advisory committees to assist in the 
education of their child; and the carrying out of other activities such as those 
described in section 1118 of the ESEA Section 9101(32). 
With different cultures, however, parent involvement varies.  Asian-American parents, 
especially those of immigrant status, tend to volunteer less at schools, and view their 
involvement as helping their child with homework and schoolwork at home (Mau, 1997).  
Huntsinger and Jose’s (2009) study came to the same conclusion: while Chinese-American 
parents were less involved in school activities, they were more involved in teaching skill-based 
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strategies at home when compared to European-American parents.  Similarly, Latina mothers 
believed their role was to actively support their children’s school learning at home (Gillanders, 
McKinney & Ritchie, 2012).  Meanwhile, Howard and Reynolds (2008) found that for African-
American parents from middle class suburbs, parental involvement meant being involved both at 
school, attending conferences, and at home, assisting with their children’s homework.  These 
studies exemplify how parents’ cultural background influences the nature of their involvement in 
their child’s education.   
As researchers began to study parents’ role in student achievement, a more complex 
perspective on parental involvement emerged.  Rather than viewing it as simply volunteering at 
schools, Epstein (1995) identified the importance of partnership among parents, the community, 
and the school in order to support children in academic and school success.  According to 
Epstein (1995), there are six types of involvement that creates school, family and community 
partnership: parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making and 
collaborating with the community.  In this perspective, parent involvement includes volunteering 
at school, maintaining communication with school, helping children at home with homework and 
school work, and participating as a decision making team member. Epstein (2005) further 
explained that learning at home does not mean teaching school subjects at home; rather, it means 
encouraging, listening, praising, and discussing with children their school progress.   
From the studies discussed, the definition of parental involvement may vary.  However, 
generally, parental involvement refers to one of the four practices: 1) being present at school by 
volunteering at events; 2) participating in conferences; 3) supporting children at home by helping 
with homework and/or schoolwork; and, 4) communicating expectations and attitudes about 
school and education.  For the purpose of this study, parental involvement is defined by the 
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involvement of any adult member who plays an active role in a student’s life and provides 
academic support to the student by reinforcing reading skills at home.  This definition is further 
clarified in the next section, “Redefining Parents in Parental Involvement.” 
Redefining Parents in Parental Involvement.  Contemporary family structures have 
shifted to become more complex and diverse (McCoy & Cole, 2011) than ever before.  This 
results in a more inclusive definition of family (Hannon & Bird as cited in McCoy & Cole, 2011; 
Wasik & Herrmann, 2004) that includes the following dynamics: two-parent families; one-parent 
families; blended families; extended families, which may include varied members – e.g. siblings, 
grandparents, aunts and uncles, neighbors, friends, other members of the community, legal 
guardians, and foster children; people who live in the same household and call themselves a 
family; family members who maintain separate households but have an ongoing relationship; 
single-ethnicity families; and multiple-ethnicity families (McCoy & Cole, 2011).  This complex 
and diverse family structure is presented in Figure 3.   
According to Wasik and Herrmann (2004), inclusive family compositions have a “direct 
bearing on the study of literacy within families and the provision of family literacy services” (p. 
6).  As suggested by Wasik and Herrmann (2004), in the context of family literacy, it is critical 
to define parents to include other extended family and community members so that students 
receive the most support at home.  In essence, regardless of who the “parents” are, if they are 
caring and providing reading supports to children at home, then including them in the family 
literacy can only benefit the children’s reading performance.  This was exemplified in National 
Literacy Trust’s (McCoy & Cole, 2011) definition of parents, which included biological parents, 
stepparents, grandparents, foster parents, siblings and other caregivers.  It is important to note 
that, on Figure 3, stepparents, adopted parents, and cousins are not included who are typically 
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associated with blended or extended families.  To be more inclusive of diverse parent 
composition, this researcher uses the term “family” to reflect a broad and inclusive definition of 
parents, including biologically related, by any kinship, or by contextual relationships.  However, 
when discussing the literature, the term “parent” is used, so as to accurately reflect the original 
researcher’s intention.   
 
Figure 3.  The complexity and the diversity of contemporary family structures (McCoy & Cole, 
2011).  
 
Perception of Family/Parental Involvement.  When considering the traditional view of 
parental involvement, parents are seen at school, volunteering and/or attending parent-teacher 
conferences.  However, considering different cultures and their influence on parental 
involvement, the understanding of parental involvement is likely to vary between parents and 
teachers.  Asian-American parents view their involvement as helping their child with homework 
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and schoolwork at home (Mau, 1997).  Chinese-American parents were less involved in school 
activities, but they were more involved in teaching skill-based strategies at home when compared 
to European-American parents (Huntsinger & Jose, 2009).  Gillanders and associates (2012) 
found, for instance, that African-American and Latina mothers wanted to help their children 
learn academic skills but encountered challenges.  Latina mothers, in particular, indicated that 
their lack of academic skills and confidence hindered their ability to assist their children with 
homework and/or schoolwork.  The African-American and Latino parents in Morrow and 
Young’s study (1997) echoed this sentiment when they said that they wanted to help their 
children succeed in school.  To that end, the African-American mothers were appreciative when 
given strategies to help improve their children's academic skills.  The perceived lack of parental 
involvement may be due to cultural differences or lack of academic skills, not necessarily 
parents’ lack of interest or desire.  It is also possible that this perception may be due to teachers’ 
stereotypes about different ethnic groups. 
While some parents believe that volunteering in schools and communicating with 
teachers are evidence of their parental involvement, DePlanty and associates (2007) found in 
their study that teachers believed parental involvement at home was more important than 
involvement in school.  When comparing perceptions of parental involvement, for instance, 
teachers reported that parents attended fewer school conferences than parents reported.  Yet, 
parents over-reported their involvement in their children’s education at school, which shows that 
teachers and parents do not have a common understanding of what constitutes parental 
involvement.  A parent may think that stopping by the school may constitute parental 
involvement, but a teacher may think differently.  With the perception of parental involvement 
varying significantly between parents and teachers, it is clear that a common understanding of 
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parental involvement needs to be clarified with stakeholders, the school and the family.  
Effects of Family/Parental Involvement.  Schools and teachers alike have valued 
parental involvement as a way to enhance student learning, achievement, and school appropriate 
behavior.  Encouraging further parental involvement, as Kersey and Masterson (2009) suggested, 
may be as simple as having teachers spend 10 minutes with parents in order to establish a 
positive relationship between home and school.  This will serve as a vehicle to support a 
student’s education.  Other researchers have made similar conclusions based on their findings 
that positive relationships between schools and parents resulted in greater parental involvement 
in their children’s education (Hilado et al., 2011; Redding et al., 2004). 
Some parents show their involvement at home by helping with homework and/or with 
schoolwork and discussing school experiences with their children (DePlanty et al., 2007; 
Epstein, 1986, 1995; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005; Howard & Reynolds, 2008; Lee & Bowen, 
2006).  There are parents who, for example, collaborate with teachers to provide continuity 
around intervention and learning from school.  Cox (2005), after critically reviewing studies that 
utilized home-school collaboration with interventions, concluded that joint efforts are effective in 
improving achieving students’ academic goals.  Cox (2005) further determined that the most 
effective interventions result when home-school collaborates on the interventions with a two-
way exchange of information and communication.  Another study by Westat and Policy Studies 
Associates (2001) evaluated the impact of standards-based practices, which included outreach to 
parents, on student achievement in 71 Title 1 elementary schools.  It found that teacher outreach 
to parents of low performing students, which included the frequency of teachers-home 
communication and sending educational materials home, was positively correlated to 
improvement in reading and math achievement (Westat & Policy Studies Associates, 2001). 
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Other parents spend time with their children by conveying their expectations and attitudes 
about school and education (Englund et al., 2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012).  Parental involvement, 
whether at home or school, has a positive impact on student achievement (Arnold, Zeljo, 
Doctoroff, & Ortiz, 2008; England et al., 2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado, et al., 2011; 
Jordan, Snow, & Porche, 2000; Redding et al., 2004; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; 
Silinskas et al., 2012; Stormshak, Connell, & Dishion, 2009).  Parents may be involved indirectly 
by supporting students to acquire attributes that are associated with better achievement.  The 
parents may also directly provide academic support, which may lead to improved student 
achievement.  
Attributes Associated with Achievement.  Based on the literature on parent involvement, 
parents’ expectations of their children’s educational attainment and communication of the 
importance of education play an important role in student learning (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 
2005).  Englund and associates (2004) examined the longitudinal study and found that parental 
expectations had positive effect on student achievement at grade 3 and above.  Similar effects on 
student achievement occurred in a study by Gordon and Cui (2012), in which parental 
expectations motivated students who then performed better in school.  However, this effect was 
not as significant as parents exercising a “school-specific parenting” (p. 733) approach where 
they engaged in discussion about school or assisted their children with schoolwork.  
 Another way that indirect parental involvement had positive impact on primary grade 
students’ literacy achievement was when parents read with their children.  A five-year 
longitudinal study by Sénéchal and LeFevre (2002) concluded that although parental 
involvement at home included teaching literacy skills, doing so had a small impact on their 
children’s early literacy skills.  Instead, providing literacy experiences at home by exposing and 
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reading to and with their children indirectly affected children’s early literacy skills, and 
enhanced/encouraged receptive language, vocabulary, and listening comprehension.  These 
findings produced questions on how to better understand the study and identify the variables that 
may have affected the results: what specific skills did parents teach at home, what strategies did 
they use at home, and how frequently did they teach the skills to their children?  The answers to 
the questions may be useful for future study in better understanding parental involvement at 
home and its effect on student achievement.  
Academic Achievement.  As previously stated, many studies have shown that parental 
involvement positively affects student achievement (Arnold et al., 2008; England et al., 2004; 
Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado et al., 2011; Jordan et al., 2000; Silinskas et al., 2012; Redding et 
al., 2004; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; Stormshak et al., 2009).  Aside from 
volunteering at school or communicating parents’ expectations and attitudes about education, 
home-based activities that exemplified parental involvement also had positive effects on 
learning.  Some home-based activities stemmed from teacher suggestions (Arnold et al., 2008), 
while others were based on the frequency of parents engaging in reading or literacy activities 
(Jordan et al., 2000; Silinskas et al., 2012).  They all had positive effects on students’ reading 
achievement.  Additionally, Stegelin (2002) learned that families who engage in literacy 
activities at home contribute to the development of their children’s literacy skills and positive 
attitudes towards reading.  Gordon and Cui (2012) also found that when parents utilized a 
“school-specific parenting” strategy in which they assisted their children with school–related 
tasks, it was more positively and significantly associated with GPA.  Surprisingly, in Jordan et 
al.’s study (2000), the students who had the lowest GPA also showed the greatest improvement 
when parents conducted home-based academically related activities.   
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There are other studies that support a relationship between parental involvement through 
teaching academic skills at home and student achievement.  One such study examined Chinese-
American students, a subgroup which tends to have greater parental involvement at home where 
parents often taught academic skills (Huntsinger & Jose, 2009).  From kindergarten to grade 4, 
teachers rated Chinese-American students as performing better in reading, math, spelling, 
writing, and social studies than their European-American students.  However, both groups of 
students received similar ratings in science and art.  These results suggest that parental 
involvement may not positively affect all subject areas, or that science and art involve an 
experimental type of learning where teaching and practice at home may not necessarily result in 
improved achievement. 
There were also studies that showed a lesser or more indirect effect between parental 
involvement and student achievement.  A study by Englund and associates (2004) showed that 
the mother’s quality of instruction during developmentally appropriate problem solving 
situations with her toddler had an indirect effect on the achievement in grades 1 and 3, but had a 
significant direct effect on her child’s IQ.  Additionally, in Hawes and Plourdes’s study (2005), 
they found only a slight positive correlation between parental involvement in school and a 6th 
grade student’s reading comprehension level.  Upon closer review of the study, however, it was 
evident that Hawes and Plourdes (2005) only analyzed surveys from 57 students, a small sample 
of 6th graders, and their parents to assess parental involvement.  This small sample makes the 
findings challenging to be generalized.  The study also did not note any racial differences or the 
reliability of the survey results between the students and their parents, which may have affected 
the data analysis. 
School Performance. Studies have shown that at school and at home, parent involvement 
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is connected to improvements in school behavior and school performance (Fantuzzo, Davis, & 
Ginsburg, 1995; Izzo, Weissberg, Kasprow, & Frendrich, 1999).   In a study by Thurston (1989), 
parent involvement improved class participation and on-task student behaviors.  It also imparted 
importance of education, which results in increased responsible behavior and school performance 
(Epstein, 1988).   
Epstein and Sheldon (2002) suggest utilizing effective communication with families to 
address attendance issues in order to reduce chronic absences.  Together with families, schools 
developed a goal to improve student behavior that resulted in fewer student disciplinary actions 
(El Nokali et al., 2010; Sheldon & Epstein, 2002).  Additionally, parent involvement is typically 
related to improved students’ attitudes about schoolwork (El Nokali et al., 2010).   
In a study by Darsch, Miao, and Shippen (2004), they found that improved 
communication between teachers and parents was associated with increased student engagement 
as measured by homework completion rates, on-task behavior and class participation.  When 
students felt support from home and school, they had more self-confidence and felt school was 
important (Epstein & Sheldon, 2002).  Therefore, their school performance improves attendance, 
school behavior, homework completion, class participation, and on-task behavior.  
Family-School Partnership.  Family-school partnership is defined as a relationship 
between families and school professionals where they cooperate, coordinate, and collaborate to 
enhance the students’ growth not only academically, but also socially, emotionally, and 
behaviorally (Albright & Weissberg, 2010; Downer & Myers, 2010; Lines, Miller, & Arthur-
Stanley, 2010, as cited in Sheridan, Kim, Coutts, Sjuts, Holmes, Ransom, & Garbacz, 2012).  
Through this partnership, families and schools work together to provide a continuity of supports 
for children across settings (Sheridan et al., 2012).   
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According to Christenson and Sheridan (as cited in Christenson, 2004), both parents and 
teachers play a critical role in educating children.  Their roles complement and reinforce each 
other, and provide consistent communication about reading and learning (Christenson & 
Sheridan, as cited in Christenson, 2004).  Christenson and Sheridan assert (as cited in 
Christenson, 2004) that parents and teachers have a shared responsibility for supporting students 
in their education.  Christenson (2004) contends that parents and teachers have shared 
responsibility for identifying and working toward solutions and goals such as improving reading 
skills.  Furthermore, Christenson (2004) explains that parent-teacher collaboration requires 
equality and parity.  Equality refers to both parties’ willingness to respect and learn from one 
another, and parity refers to the blending of knowledge, skills, and ideas to enhance both parties’ 
relationship, and desired outcomes for children (Christenson, 2004).  In this parent-teacher 
partnership, Christenson (2004) argues that teachers cannot assume sole responsibility for 
educating children without families’ active involvement, and vice versa.  Cox’s (2005) critical 
review of studies on home-school collaboration to improve students’ academic and social 
development also supported family-school partnership.  Cox (2005) found that the most effective 
interventions are those where families and educators work together to implement interventions 
utilizing a two-way exchange of information and communication.  Among the numerous effects 
of family/parental involvement, family-school partnership is a positive product that can help 
improve student learning. 
Relationship between Family/Parental Involvement and Self-Efficacy.  As discussed 
previously, for the purpose of this study, parental involvement is defined by the involvement of 
any adult member who plays an active role in a student’s life and provides academic support to 
the student by reinforcing reading skills at home.  This may include being present at school by 
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volunteering at events (Lee & Bowen, 2006), participating in parent-teacher conferences (Lee & 
Bowen, 2006), supporting children at home by helping with homework and/or schoolwork (Lee 
& Bowen, 2006) and/or communicating expectations and attitudes about school and education 
(McCarthy, 2000).   
The parental involvement may vary depending on the parents’ self-efficacy (Grolnick et 
al., 1997; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1992).  The theory on self-efficacy was formulated by a social 
cognitive theorist, Bandura (as cited in Pajares, 1997), who defined it as beliefs in one's 
capability to perform a set of behaviors.  Self-efficacy also plays a significant factor shaping the 
goals an individual chooses to pursue, and his or her persistence in striving to achieve those 
goals (Bandura, as cited in Green, Walker, Hoover-Dempsey, & Sandler, 2007).  Researchers in 
education have studied the relationship between parents’ self-efficacy and their children’s 
learning.  Some of those studies are presented below.  
Seefeldt, Denton, Galper, and Younoszai (1999) studied the relationship between parents’ 
participation in an educational program designed to foster their self-efficacy and their children’s 
academic abilities.  Seefeldt and associates (1999) posited that parents who have self-efficacy 
beliefs know what they can do, and understand the impact of their actions (Bandura, as cited in 
Seefeldt et al., 1999), and that they are also who may become their children's primary educators 
and become partners with educators (Seefeldt et al., 1999).  The parents in the study participated 
in a National Head Start-Public School Transition Demonstration program, which was developed 
to help children's transition from Head Start, a government-funded pre-kindergarten program, to 
the elementary schools.  The Transition Demonstration program offered parent involvement 
training, and developmentally appropriate cognitive and social practices for children and their 
families.  Seefeldt and associates (1999) found that participation in the Transition Demonstration 
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program significantly predicted parental self-efficacy beliefs, and parental self-efficacy beliefs 
significantly predicted children's academic abilities.   
Grolnick, Benjet, Kurowski, and Apostoleris (1997) examined the factors that might 
affect parent involvement in children’s education.  They studied students in grades 3, 4, and 5, 
their mothers, and their teachers through questionnaires and interviews.  They focused on three 
types of involvement: cognitive, school, and parent involvement.  When studying parent 
involvement, the researchers also included parents’ thoughts and beliefs about themselves as 
parents (Grolnik et al., 1997).  The findings of the study show three sets of factors that affect 
parent involvement: 1) parent and child characteristics including efficacy; 2) family context; and 
3) teacher behavior and attitudes.  The results found that mothers who reported self-efficacy, i.e. 
who saw their roles as that of a teacher, and who viewed their children as less difficult, were 
more involved in cognitive activities.  Additionally, parents who reported self-efficacy in their 
role  were more engaged in all three types of involvement: cognitive involvement, school 
involvement and parent involvement.   
Based on their study, Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, and Brissie (1992) defined parental self-
efficacy as a parents’ belief about their ability to influence their children’s developmental and 
educational outcomes, their specific effectiveness in influencing the child’s school learning, and 
their own influence relative to that of peers and the child’s teacher.  The researchers studied 
Bandura’s concept of self-efficacy with the parents of elementary students and their teachers.  
The parent survey gauged parent involvement in five types of activities: help with homework, 
educational activities, classroom volunteering, conference participation, and telephone calls with 
teachers (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1992).  The findings indicate a small, but significant 
association between parent self-efficacy and three of the five types of activities of parent 
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involvement: parents who reported self-efficacy had increased educational activities and 
classroom volunteering, and decreased telephone calls with teachers.  In addition, Hoover-
Dempsey and associates (1992) posited that parents with a strong perception of self-efficacy 
believe they have the ability to help their children, and are, therefore, able to make a contribution 
to their child’s education. These parents are more likely to become involved in their child’s 
education than parents with low perception of self-efficacy (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1992). 
For the purpose of this study, Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, and Brissie’s definition of 
parental self-efficacy is utilized. 
Effects of parent workshops.  When most parents conduct home-based academic 
activities, they tend to rely on their educational and life experiences – especially when helping 
their children with homework and or schoolwork.  However, if parents received training on 
strategies to help their children at home, it is reasonable to think that their involvement with their 
child’s learning at home would improve and that student achievement would be even more 
positively affected.  The following studies examined the effects of parent workshop as an 
approach to engaging in parental involvement.   
Parent Involvement.  Parent involvement in literacy is sought to educate families on how 
they can incorporate reading interventions at home (Huang & Dolejs, 2007).  According to 
Huang and Dolejs (2007), family literacy workshops can be an effective method in promoting 
family involvement.  A study by Morrow, Kuhn, and Schwanenflugel (2006) further supports a 
positive connection between family literacy workshops and parent involvement.  They examined 
the activities in the Family Fluency Program and its impact on the family engagement of 
children’s fluency development.  The Family Fluency Program provided three evening 
workshops to raise families’ awareness about the importance of fluency and to discuss activities 
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that families could do with their children at home to enhance fluency.  Morrow, Kuhn, and 
Schwanenflugel (2006) found that participating in the workshops enhanced parent involvement 
in literacy activities at home.  For example, parents who participated in the workshops reported 
that when they repeated stories, they noticed a change in their children’s reading.  The children’s 
reading pace and expression improved, and they read more fluently and with improved 
comprehension.  
 Lonigan and Whitehurst (as cited in Sylva, Scott, Tatsiki, Ereky-Stevens, & Crook, 2008) 
assert greater parent involvement improves children’s literacy.  They contend that home-based 
programs, such as ones designed to support children’s language and literacy development 
through parent involvement using dialogic shared-reading strategy, can be more effective than 
classroom interventions.  According to Lonigan and Whitehurst (as cited in Sylva et al., 2008), 
home setting provides a one-on-one setting for parents to inquire, practice, teach, and provide 
feedback with their children.  When Sylva, et al., (2008) examined a parent training program for 
addressing behavior and literacy issues in young children, they found an improvement in 
children's reading for students in the intervention group, whose parents reported using strategies 
such as praise and prompt when they read at home with their children on word reading and 
writing skills.  Likewise, a study on a six-hour workshop focused on helping parents work with 
schools and their children produced improvement in parent involvement and interest in their 
children’s school, and in student achievement (Walberg & Wallace, 1992).  In this study, one of 
the focused topics was teaching strategies in reading, language, and mathematics to parents to 
help them enhance their children’s academic skills.   
Academic Achievement.  Redding and associates (2004) conducted parent engagement 
workshops that focused on six strategies that were school-based and home-based.  The school-
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based involvement included a decision-making role, whereas home-based involvement focused 
on home reading and study practices.  The students whose parents participated in workshops on 
home reading and study practices performed statistically higher on standardized state 
assessments when compared to non-workshop participating schools.  Sheldon (2003) found a 
similar finding in math achievement with the use of parent workshop.  
A study by Brotman and associates (2013) also provided parent workshops to study their 
impact on kindergarten student achievement.  Brotman and associates (2013) partnered with 
ParentCorp, a family-centered, school-based intervention for pre-kindergarten children in 
disadvantaged urban schools, as a vehicle for evaluating the impact of intervention.  The 
intervention also included after-school group sessions for families led by pre-K teachers.  The 
findings from the study showed that pre-K students in intervention schools performed 
significantly higher in kindergarten achievement tests on reading, writing and math than those 
students who did not attend intervention schools (Brotman et al., 2013).  In addition, classroom 
teachers rated students who received interventions higher in academic performance than their 
control group peers (Brotman et al., 2013).  This study suggests that parents and teachers were 
both catalysts for pre-K children’s improved school readiness behaviors and academic 
achievement.  Such findings support the future revision of school policies to encourage teachers 
and parents to collaborate and become critical players in the implementation of interventions. 
There are additional studies that produced higher achievement results when parents 
participated in the parent workshops that focused on academic skills.  Morrow and Young 
(1997), for instance, found that third graders whose parents participated in a literacy program 
performed significantly better in reading assessments than students in a control group.  However, 
on the standardized California Test of Basic Skills, there was no significant difference between 
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students whose parents participated in the family literacy program and those in the control group.  
It is worth noting, however, that Morrow and Young’s (1997) study had 28 students each for the 
experimental and control group.  With such a small subject group, the findings are difficult to be 
generalized.  Additionally, the study did not specify if the family literacy participants received 
training on specific reading strategies to recreate what teachers do in school.   
A study by Sheldon and Epstein (2005) examined the connection between family and 
community involvement activities and their impact on student math achievement in school.  Of 
the 14 practices of partnership, evening parent workshops and math homework where students 
demonstrated and discussed math skills with families were more effective in improving math 
achievement.  Similarly, Stormshak and associates (2009) found that family centered 
intervention supported by the school had a positive effect on academic achievement.   
Based on the research findings, it is evident that students whose parents participated in 
workshops focused on building academic skills and helped with their homework and/or 
schoolwork at home had a greater positive impact on achievement than non-workshop 
participants.  These findings are promising and are to be considered when planning to partner 
with families to better support students and improve their academic achievement.  
Perception of Improvement in Academic Skills.  As previously discussed in Chapter 1, the 
field has not reached a consensus on the positive effects of parent involvement on student 
achievement in reading.  These studies reported the findings that used reading assessments to 
measure the effects.  However, there are also studies that have found parents’ perceived 
improvement in their children’s academic skills when they participated in the parent workshop or 
program.  In these studies, the parent workshops or program focused on teaching content-related 
and intervention/instructional strategies that parents could apply at home when supporting or 
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interacting with their children.   
 Swain et al. (2013, 2014) conducted a two-year evaluation to determine the impact and 
effectiveness of Family Literacy program on the skills of parents and their young children, and 
other social factors.  In the Family Literacy program, two types of parent training courses were 
offered: short courses with the average of 31 hours, and standard courses with 53 hours.  After 
participating in the Family Literacy program, parents changed not only their views of themselves 
as a learner, but also that of their children.  There were statistically significant positive changes 
in the parents’ perceptions of their children’s literacy skills.  Of the two types of courses 
provided, parents attended standard courses also showed a greater amount, on average, of 
individual change in their perceptions of their children’s literacy activities, and in their 
perceptions of themselves and their children as learners, than those parents who attended short 
courses. 
In a review of parental engagement in education with a concentration on closing 
achievement gaps in underserved students, Grayson (2013) noted a similar finding where parents 
perceived an improvement in children’s performance when engaged in their education.  Grayson 
(2013) examined the connection between parental engagement and narrowing the achievement 
gap for underserved students, and isolating key factors about engaging with disadvantaged 
families to improve their children’s achievement.  According to Grayson (2013), the studies her 
reviewed reported that greater parental engagement led to an improvement in parental confidence 
in supporting children’s learning, and the parents’ perceptions of their children’s reading ability 
had improved. 
Enhancing Family/Parental Involvement.  Parents’ desire to help their children with 
schoolwork is evident based on numerous studies (George & Mensah, 2010; Gillanders et al., 
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2012; Hilado et al., 2011; Howard and Reynolds, 2008).  However, many parents, especially 
those in ethnic minority groups and from low SES, feel they do not have the necessary skills to 
help their children with homework and school-related work (George & Mensah, 2010; Gillanders 
et al., 2012).  Similarly, Silinskas and associates (2012) recognized that parents of low SES may 
also might lack skills on helping their children to read.  As previously defined, in education and 
with students, socioeconomic status (SES) is measured by their parents’ “education, income and 
occupation” (American Psychological Association, 2015, para.1).  As such, many parents from 
low SES tend to be high school graduates with no advance degree, and they are from a working 
class.   
Typical working class parents’ view the responsibility of educating children to be that of 
educators (Lareau, 1987).  Lareau (1987) noted the following during her observations: 
This lack of confidence in their [parents of working class community known as 
Colton] ability to understand, challenge, and face teachers as equals was a key 
factor in shaping Colton parents' behavior.  It influenced their views on their 
role in education and their demeanor at the school.  School was an alien world. 
Colton parents neither understood the inner workings of the educational system 
nor had sufficient social status to validate their assessments of teachers' action.  
Instead, Colton parents appeared to depend on teachers, as professionals, to be 
self-regulating.  Generally they did not believe that they could or should 
oversee and try to manage the behavior of teachers. (p. 112) 
In addition, working class parents have fewer resources to understand their children’s school 
experience and less confidence to support it (Lareau, 1987).  They view the teachers as 
professionals and trust them to have the children’s best interests in mind (Lareau, 1987).   
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 In a study by Litwak and Meyer (as cited by Rudnitski, 1992), they found that parents 
from low socioeconomic status tend to “feel less affinity for the school (p. 3)” when compared to 
their middle-class counterparts.  Hence, those parents were not visible in schools as active 
participants.  Rudnitski (1992) also cited Lintos who, too, found that families from low SES felt 
marginalized and inadequate when interacting with schools.  This seems to explain their 
perceived lack of involvement in schools.  
From the literature review, it is evident that many working class parents do not actively 
get involved in their children’s education (Lareau, 1987).  In order to help them with their 
children’s learning, parent workshops are needed to teach parents various skill-based strategies 
so that they may feel more confident and use these strategies to help their children with 
homework and school-related work.  
A study by Jung and Han (2013) found that a teachers’ outreach program, where teachers 
made home visits to kindergarten students and encouraged parents to read with their children, 
showed a significant impact on students’ frequency of reading outside the school.  In order to 
maximize parent-child interaction at home, the researchers recommended that teachers share 
school reading practices with parents in order to help students improve their reading (Jung and 
Han, 2013).  In addition, as a way to build better relationships between home and school, Kersey 
and Masterson (2009) recommended teachers to be more strategic in assigning homework and 
assignments.  Here, the researchers suggested projects and activities that engage students and 
their parents and allow them to work together while practicing learned skills.  The two studies 
previously mentioned suggest that parents’ academic engagement at home with their children 
reinforces their teacher’s instruction; hence, it would be beneficial to students and their learning 
and, consequently, their achievement.  However, it is important to recognize that some parents 
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may not have the skills and the time to reinforce teacher’s instruction.  Hence, any adult “family” 
will be appropriate to provide academic support at home. 
Epstein (1986) studied parents’ perception of teacher’s perspective on parental 
involvement.  From her study, Epstein recommended that schools and teachers conduct 
workshops for parents on ways to support their children in reading and math at home.  This 
allows the family and the school to work together with a common goal in mind: helping students 
improve academically.  However, Epstein (2005) did not specify that parents acquire 
instructional strategies to teach their children at home, as discussed in a previous section titled 
Defining Parental Involvement.   
When considering ways to enhance parental involvement, the relationship between home 
and school needs to be strengthened.  As McCarthy (2000) asserted, building a positive 
relationship between home and school is a joint responsibility.  Between school and home, 
schools must share information regarding school practices and other learning tools to reinforce 
and extend children’s learning at home. As McCarthy (2000) emphasized, such networks may be 
“central to nurturing home-school connections” (p. 151).     
Summary  
More recently, schools have recognized the important role that families play in their 
children’s academic achievement (Henderson & Berla, 1997; Henderson & Mapp, 2002).  
Subsequently, the schools have been working to increase family involvement as a way to help 
students improve achievement and to comply with the NCLB Act (Bartel, 2010; Carter, 1984; 
Hilado et al., 2011; Kersey & Masterson, 2009; Redding, Langdon, Meyer, & Sheley, 2004).  
This literature review discussed school achievement in Title I schools, the reading achievement 
of students in low SES who are often the beneficiaries of Title I service, and family involvement 
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and its effects on student achievement.  
In general, studies on schools providing Title 1 service have shown that enhanced 
parental involvement is associated with increased student achievement (Borman & Agostino, 
2010; Carter, 1984; Englund et al., 2004; Henderson & Berla, 1997; Izzo et al., 1999), including 
reading (Dearing et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998) for those with the lowest initial reading 
achievement (Powell-Smith et al., 2000).  Further, students’ development as fluent readers has a 
significant influence on their development as learners (Slavin et al., 2010).  As such, schools are 
investing significant resources to battle reading challenges (Slavin, 2010) including parent 
involvement to improve reading achievement (Faires, Nichols, & Rickelman, 2000; Jason, 
Kurasaki, Neuson, & Garcia, 1993; McCoy & Cole, 2011; Mehran & White, 1988; Midraj & 
Midraj, 2011; Searls, Lewis, & Morrow, 1982; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002; Shuck, Ulsh, & Platt, 
1983; Walters & Gunderson, 1985).  
With increasing investment in parent involvement, researches on its effects on student 
achievement have been examined.  This review discussed that parental involvement in home 
literacy activities has a significant impact on educational achievement (McCoy & Cole, 2011; 
Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002).  In particular, when parents are given strategies and tools to help 
teach children at home, student achievement has improved (Arnold et al., 2008; England et al., 
2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado et al., 2011; Jordan et al., 2000; Redding et al., 2004; 
Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; Silinskas et al., 2012; 
Stormshak et al., 2009).  However, studies on the effects of specific strategies that families can 
use to support their children’s reading achievement; how the usage of interventions influence 
families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their confidence in ability to help their children’s reading 
at home; and their perception of their children’s reading performance seem to lack.   
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Based on the literature review, further study was needed to investigate the influences of 
family literacy workshops on: a) the way families engage with their children’s reading at home; 
b) families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their children’s reading at home; and 
c) their perception of their children’s reading performance.  This dissertation study endeavored to 
address each of these gaps in the literature. 																	
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
Introduction  
As researches have shown, one critical skill that determines a student’s academic success 
across grade levels and curriculum areas is reading (Adams as cited in Powell-Smith, Stoner, 
Shinn, & Good III, 2000; National Reading Panel, 2002).  With the enactment of the No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001, many studies have focused on parent involvement and its effects on 
student achievement, particularly in reading.  As noted before, much of the research indicates 
that parental involvement, whether at home or school, can have a positive impact on student 
achievement (Arnold, Zeljo, Doctoroff, & Ortiz, 2008; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Egeland, 
2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado, Kallemeyn, Leow, Lundy, & Israel, 2011; Jordan, Orozco, & 
Averett, 2004; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; Sheridan, Knoche, Kupzyk, Edwards, 
& Marvin, 2011; Silinskas et al., 2012; Stormshak, Connell, & Dishion, 2009).  For instance, 
when parents focused on providing their children with guided practice and feedback in reading, 
there was a positive impact on most students’ reading comprehension (Duvall, Delquadri, Elliott, 
& Hall, 1992).  There are some studies, however, that did not find significant positive effects on 
reading comprehension (Law & Kratochwill, 1993; Powell-Smith et al., 2000).  It is possible that 
these mixed results are a result of different reading strategies targeted in different studies.   
Knowing the building blocks of reading is paramount to being more strategic in using the 
types of reading strategies to improve reading achievement (Adler, 2004).  According to Adler 
(2004) and National Institute for Literacy (2009), there are five basic reading strategies - 
phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension - which young children 
need to know.  Even before the children can begin to learn to read, they must acquire decoding 
strategies since decoding is the ability to apply knowledge of letter-sound relationships, 
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including letter patterns, in order to pronounce written words correctly (Reading Rockets, 2016).  
In learning letter-sound association, phonemic awareness is prerequisite for acquiring phonics 
skills, and phonics is one method to teach letter-sound relationships  (Reading Rockets, 2016).  
This understanding of letter-sound association serves as the foundations for the development of 
decoding skills (Hudson, 2005).  In HES, primary grade teachers and reading specialists utilize 
phonemic awareness and phonics to teach decoding skills (Kim, 2015).   Historically, the 
majority of the targeted population of this proposed study – CES students who receive Title I 
support in grade 2, 3 and 4 – has possessed basic decoding strategies (Kim, 2013).  Further, for 
this study, only the families of students who have basic decoding strategies were selected since 
the family literacy workshops only focused on teaching fluency and comprehension strategies.  
Such determination was based on the students’ benchmark assessment, which identified 
decoding challenges.  
The research questions for this study were as follows:  
1. Do family literacy workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s 
reading at home?   
a. Do family literacy workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in 
their ability to help their children’s reading at home? 
b. Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops influence their 
perception of their children’s reading performance?  
This researcher sought to find if the family literacy workshops influence the participating 
families engage with their children’s reading at home as the overarching research question.  She 
also sought to answer two subsection questions that connect to the overarching question: to 
examine if the family literacy workshops influence participating families’ self-efficacy in their 
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ability to help their children’s reading; and, if the participation in the family literacy workshops 
influence families’ perception of their children’s reading performance.  This chapter discusses 
this study’s research design and rationale, as well as the site and population of the investigation.  
It also presents the data collection procedures, stages of data collection, methods for data 
analysis, and ethical considerations. 
Research Design and Rationale 
This study employed a mixed-methods design, as it utilized both quantitative and 
qualitative research approaches.  A mixed-methods design was used to help answer questions, 
which could not be answered by a quantitative or qualitative approach alone.  Both of the designs 
and the rationale are discussed in this section. 
According to Creswell (2012), action research design focuses on “addressing practical 
problems in schools and classrooms” (p. 22).  Indeed, Stringer (2014) defines action research as 
a systematic investigation, which allows people to participate in creating a solution to the 
problem being investigated, and evaluating its effectiveness.  In other words, action research is 
designed to “make a difference” (Stringer, 2014, p. 10).   This proposed study, which aims to 
enhance families’ reading support to their children at home and improve self-efficacy in their 
ability to help their children’s reading at home of HES students receiving Title I support in 
grades 2, 3 and 4, met the criteria for action research.  
This study employed a mixed-methods design, as it utilized both quantitative and 
qualitative research approaches.  A mixed-methods design was used to help answer questions, 
which cannot be answered by a quantitative or qualitative approach in isolation.  In a mixed-
methods design, qualitative data, for instance, may be used to expand on quantitative findings 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Creswell, Shope, Plano, Green, & Green, 2006).  Additionally, a 
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mixed-methods design allows researchers to make use of all of the data collection tools 
available, rather than limiting them to either quantitative or qualitative research data collection 
tools alone; this in turn ensures that researchers will gain a better and deeper understanding of all 
of the evidences (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Greene, 1997).  Therefore, the mixed-methods 
design was the best design for this particular study, as it provided an holistic interpretation of the 
findings by combining pre- and post-family literacy workshop reading achievement and school 
performance data with pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys, observations, and family 
interviews.  In essence, the data from the before and after participation of family literacy 
workshops surveys from participating families provided helpful information and helped answer 
the research questions.  However, interviewing the selected families provided the researcher with 
additional information and fuller understanding of the participants’ experiences in the study, 
specifically their ability to help their child in reading and their perception of their child’s reading 
performance. 
Quasi-Experimental Design  
Creswell (2012) defines quasi-experiments as experiments that do not have random 
assignment of study participants to groups, experimental or controlled.  This is more common in 
studies conducted in education since the researcher cannot randomly create groups for the study 
(Creswell, 2012).  In this study, it was not be possible to randomly assign participants to be in 
the experimental or the control group since I did not want to deny any academic support to 
students receiving Title 1 reading service purely to form a control group (Baughman, 2008).  
Subsequently, the researcher could not control who received the treatment.  Therefore, there was 
no control group for comparison.  Instead, with a quasi-experimental design, the researcher 
sought to find a relationship between the family literacy workshops and families’ engagement in 
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their children’s reading at home.  Additionally, this researcher sought to find a relationship 
between the family literacy workshops, parents’ engagement in their children’s reading, parents’ 
self-efficacy in their ability to help their children’s reading, and their perception of their 
children’s reading performance.   
In order to answer the research questions on whether family literacy workshops influence 
the way families of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 engage with 
their children’s reading at home and their self-efficacy regarding their ability to help their 
children, participants completed pre- and post-family literacy workshops surveys.  The surveys 
focused on the parents’ engagement in their children’s reading and parents’ self-efficacy in their 
ability to help their children’s reading.  As for investigating parents’ perception of their 
children’s reading performance, due to time constraints following the end of the workshop and 
the administration of the post-family literacy workshop survey, it was examined through case 
study.   
Case Study Design   
To study the effects of family literacy workshops on whether the family literacy 
workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s reading, their self-efficacy in 
their ability to help their children’s reading at home, and their perception of their children’s 
reading performance, this study utilized a case study design.  According to Creswell (2013), a 
case study is a qualitative approach to a research study which:  
explores a real-life, contemporary bounded system (a case), or multiple 
bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailed, in-depth data 
collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g., observations, 
interviews, audiovisual material, and documents and reports) and reports, a 
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case description and case themes. (p. 97)   
According to Merriam (2009), a case study is best suited to understand a phenomenon as it 
occurs within a bounded system.  In this study, the qualitative part of the mixed-methods design 
was conducted using a case study to investigate the effects of family literacy workshops the way 
families of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 engage with their 
children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading 
performance.  The participants completed pre- and post-family literacy workshops surveys, 
which explored their engagement in their children’s reading and their self-efficacy in their ability 
to help their children’s reading.  The case study also explored the influence of family literacy 
workshop on parents’ perception of their children’s reading performance.  The cases comprised 
of participating families, their home reading support, and their self-efficacy in their ability to 
help with reading.  Furthermore, using a case study approach allowed the researcher to collect 
and analyze data from a variety of sources, which allowed the researcher in turn to better create 
an explanation of the phenomenon or event in the system, which was being studied (Merriam, 
2009).  For the qualitative approach of the study, three families participated, making this study a 
collective case study, which was used to examine and highlight an issue through multiple case 
studies (Creswell, 2013).   
 The study is a fixed, embedded design form of the mixed-methods design.  Fixed, 
embedded mixed-methods designs are mixed-methods studies which have predetermined 
quantitative and qualitative approaches at the start of the research process (Creswell & Plano 
Clark, 2007); in this case, the predetermined quantitative and qualitative approaches were the 
participating families’ surveys and interviews, and the researcher’s observations during family 
literacy workshops.  The embedded design utilizes quantitative and qualitative data in a way that 
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allows each type of data to support the other type of data; in other words, qualitative data 
supports quantitative data (Creswell, 2012).  In this study, for instance, as illustrated in Figure 4, 
quantitative data examined the influences of the family literacy workshops on the way the 
participating families’ engaged with their children in reading, and their self-efficacy in their 
ability to help their children’s reading at home.  Qualitative data, meanwhile, examined how 
family literacy workshops influenced the families’ perception of their children’s reading 
performance as well as the way the families engaged in their children’s reading and their self-
efficacy in their ability to help with reading. 
 
Figure 4. Diagram of Embedded Mixed-Methods Design. 
Figure 4 illustrates the overview of the research design for this proposed study.  As a 
mixed-methods design, this study utilized quantitative as well as qualitative data to determine the 
influences of family literacy workshops on participating families whose children receive Title 1 
reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4.  Specifically, the study examined the influences of family 
literacy workshops on families’ engagement with their students’ reading at home, their self-
efficacy in their ability to help with reading at home, and their perception of their children’s 
reading performance by analyzing the pre- and post literacy workshop surveys, observations, and 
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case study interviews.  
The rationale for this action research study with an embedded mixed-methods design was 
based on several reflections.  With the study focusing on the family literacy workshops, the 
embedded mixed-methods design helped answer if the workshops influenced participating 
families’ engagement of their children’s reading support at home, their self-efficacy in their 
ability to help with reading at home, and perception of their children’s reading performance.  
Additionally, the mixed-methods design explored the participating families’ perspectives with 
additional in-depth interviews and observations (Creswell, 2013) by examining their engagement 
with their children’s literacy at home after participating in the family literacy workshops – i.e. 
how did their reading activities or support at home change since participating in the workshops.  
Another reason for selecting the embedded mixed-methods design was that using qualitative and 
quantitative approaches provided enhanced interpretation of the findings through all of the data 
collection previously mentioned (Creswell, 2013).  While a quantitative approach provides an 
analysis of the pre- and post workshop surveys of participating families’ engagement in their 
children’s reading and self-efficacy in their ability to help with reading, a qualitative approach 
through observations and interviews helps support and or triangulate if family literacy workshops 
influenced the way families engage with their children’s reading at home and their self-efficacy.  
A qualitative approach also helped determine if family literacy workshops influenced families’ 
perception of their children’s reading performance.  In this case, the qualitative approach 
provided additional information, which quantitative data alone could not and did not provide, so 
that the researcher may have a deeper understanding of the influences of the family literacy 
workshops.   
Role of the Researcher 
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This researcher had been an elementary principal of HES for approximately 10 years 
when she began exploring the idea for this study.  Having worked in a school with a significant 
number of students from low SES background who often needed additional academic supports 
through Title 1 reading service, this researcher had been challenged by the lack of reading 
achievement of students.  Although the Title 1 teachers and the researcher had hosted an annual 
workshop focused on reading activities for parents whose children receive Title 1 services, this 
once-a-year workshop approach had not resulted in a sustainable, meaningful impact on reading 
achievement.  Furthermore, based on this researcher’s personal conversations with families 
whose children receive Title I reading service, it became evident that families wanted to support 
their children’s reading but were unsure of how to help.  In order to maximize the reading 
supports to students receiving Title 1 reading service, the researcher believed that providing 
workshops where families can learn specific reading strategies in fluency and comprehension 
were greatly needed.  She also believed that enhancing families’ strategies to facilitate children’s 
reading at home would help them be more engaged in their children’s reading at home, increase 
their self-efficacy in their abilities to provide reading support, and also positively influence their 
perception of their children’s reading performance.  Hence, this study was conducted.  
Although this researcher is no longer the principal of HES, she is uniquely qualified to 
pursue this study.  She has a comprehensive understanding of the reading programs offered at 
HES, their Title 1 reading service, and any additional supports provided to families to further 
enhance the reading performance of students receiving Title 1 service.  Furthermore, the 
researcher has a professional working relationship with the reading specialist at HES who helped 
facilitate the family literacy workshops.  In addition, the majority of the families at HES whose 
children receive Title 1 reading service are familiar with the researcher, and this helped minimize 
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time lost as the participants and the researcher built rapport and trust at the start of the study.  
In a mixed-methods study, using quantitative and qualitative methods require the 
researcher to “balance insider and outsider perspectives” (Ivankova, 2015, p. 57).  According to 
Currall and Towler (as cited by Ivankova, 2015), the quantitative approach in a mixed-methods 
study assumes an outsider perspective and gathers quantitative data, also known as etic data, 
whereas the qualitative approach assumes an insider perspective and deciphers qualitative data 
such as observations and interviews, also known as emic data.  When a researcher is an insider 
conducting data collection, it is recommended that the researcher do so with “open eyes” 
(Ivankova, 2015, p. 57) and an open mindset in which the researcher acknowledges that he or she 
is not knowledgeable on the topic being studied and therefore suspends any and all assumptions 
(Asselin, 2003).   
When a researcher utilizes a mixed-methods study, one of the challenges is balancing etic 
and emic perspectives in order to analyze and present comprehensive and objective views of the 
study’s findings (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, as cited in Ivankova, 2015).  Johnson and 
Christensen (2012) also emphasize that it is critical for a mixed-methods researcher to 
understand the “subjective (individual), intersubjective (language-based, discursive, cultural), 
and objective (material and causal) realities” (p. 36).  Therefore, although it is important for the 
researcher to remain objective, maintaining an insiders’ perspective is equally valuable (Johnson 
& Christensen, 2012).  Furthermore, the role of a researcher in a mixed-methods study is not as 
clearly delineated as that of a quantitative or qualitative research study.  In quantitative research, 
the participants do not know the researcher’s biases just as the researcher does not know the 
participants’ characteristics (Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  Contrastingly, in qualitative 
research, the participants may know the researcher’s biases just as the researcher may know the 
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participants’ characteristics (Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  
In this study, the primary role of the researcher was to implement the design of the study.  
However, the researcher played additional roles.  She assumed various roles during the 
qualitative data collection depending on the phase of the research.  Her role as the main 
researcher and the observer were disclosed to the participants.   
As a participant-observer, a researcher usually participates in the situations or settings he 
or she observes, which requires first-hand experience in the context and the environment selected 
for the study (Merriam, 1998).  For example, this researcher assumed the role of a participant-
observer as defined by Creswell (1994) and Merriam (1998) when she, along with a reading 
specialist from HES, facilitated the family literacy workshops and the researcher observed 
attending families’ engagement in the workshops.  Thereby, she also assumed the role of an 
observer.  As an observer, this researcher observed with limited interaction with the participants 
(Creswell, 1994; Merriam, 1998).  
In summary, the researcher assumed various roles in this mixed-methods study depending 
on the phases of the study.  She assumed a participant-observer role during the workshops.  
Although, a reading specialist was a primary facilitator, the researcher assisted with some aspects 
of facilitation such as during introduction and when families needed assistance with directions or 
practice.  However, the researcher’s role as a participant was minimal.  As an observer, she 
observed families’ participation during the workshops.  This helped her fully understand the 
influences of family literacy workshops on families’ engagement with their children’s reading at 
home, their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading performance. 
Throughout the study, this researcher carefully balanced the insider and the outsider 
perspectives (Curall & Towler, as cited by Ivankova, 2015) by conducting the study with an 
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open mind and suspend any and all assumptions (Asselin, 2003).  
Site and Population	 
The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to examine the influences of family 
literacy workshops on family engagement in their children’s reading at home, which was 
expected to influence their self-efficacy in their abilities to help with reading and perception of 
the reading performance of their children receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 at 
HES.  This study hoped to provide reading strategies that families can use at home with their 
children, and, subsequently, increase family engagement in their children’s reading.  The study 
was conducted through a series of family literacy workshops focused on teaching fluency and 
comprehension strategies to families, who then utilized these strategies at home to better support 
their children’s reading.  
Site Description 
This study took place at two different locations: HES and a library near HES.  The 
majority of the study was conducted at HES, which serves Kindergarten to grade 4 students.  
HES is one of the four elementary schools in a suburban school district that borders a large urban 
area in the northeast region of U.S.  The school is in a large, brand new building that serves as a 
center for community activities, especially in the evening.  This researcher had been the principal 
of the school until March 2014; thus, she had an insider perspective when conducting the study 
in what was her “backyard” (Glesne, 2006, p. 43) for, approximately, 10 years.  
HES serves families from four distinct neighborhoods within its township.  The four 
distinct neighborhoods are the Hill, Meadow, Tower, and part of Town Square.  The Hill is 
comprised mostly of blue-collar, predominately Caucasian families; Meadow is a large 
apartment complex that is comprised largely of low-income African-American families and 
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families of color; and Tower and Town Square have predominately middle-class Caucasian 
families.  HES is one of the main common areas where the families of students receiving Title I 
reading service come together.  Therefore, the family literacy workshops for this study were held 
at HES. 
With respect to the student demographics of CES, according to the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education (2014), there were 436 students in CES in 2014.  The student 
demographics were: 49% African-Americans; 28% Caucasians; 14% Asians; 6% Hispanics; and, 
3% of Others consisting of Pacific Islanders and American Indians (PDE, 2014).  There are 33 
certified professionals and 13 support staff (CES, 2015).  The student to certified professional 
ratio is 15:1, and average class size is 22 (CES, 2015).  As for the PSSA performance over the 
past 10 years, the economically disadvantage students’ reading performance below proficiency 
have ranged from 18% to 28% (Kim, 2014).  
HES was one of the key study sites for the following reasons: 1) the researcher has an in-
depth knowledge of the Title 1 reading service delivery and the students population who receive 
Title 1 services at HES; 2) the researcher is aware that despite on-going Title 1 reading service 
delivered at HES, in addition to on-going communication with families, about 40% of the 
students continue to struggle with reading (CES Title 1 data, 2008-2015); 3) diverse population 
of students at HES represents the changing student demographics where U.S. public school 
students are more racially and ethnically diverse than ever before (Pew Research Center, 2015), 
and this made the study group relevant; and 4) from a practical viewpoint, the researcher is 
familiar with the school community and also has access to the school.  
The local library also served as a site for this study.  One participant preferred to meet in 
the library for his convenience.  The local library served as a good site because: 1) it is a natural 
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settings for families to engage in literacy with their children outside of school; and 2) from a 
practical perspective, it provides provide authentic setting for the families to practice their usage 
of learned fluency and comprehension strategies with their children.  
Site Access 
This research was the principal of HES, and she obtained approval from the 
Superintendent of the District to conduct her study.  The new principal at CES also stated his 
support for the proposed study.  
Participant consent was also obtained before families were interviewed, observed or 
participated in the study.  Family interviews of home reading support were done after written 
consent has been obtained.  For those interviews, the researcher conducted and audiotaped them.    
Population Description 
HES is comprised of approximately 440 kindergarten to grade 4 students, 49% African-
Americans; 28% Caucasians; 14% Asians; 6% Hispanics; and, 3% of Others consisting of 
Pacific Islanders and American Indians (PDE, 2014).  Thirty-five percent of the students are 
from low socio-economic status backgrounds and qualify for Title I service, mainly in reading 
(Kim, 2013).  Of the students who receive Title I support, approximately 70% are African 
Americans, 15% are Caucasians, and 15% are Asians and Hispanics (Kim, 2013).   
The low reading proficiency has been an issue since the start of the PSSA in 2005 for 
grade 3 and 2006 for grade 4 (Pa. Dept. of Education, n.d.).  Families of students receiving Title 
1 reading service in grade 2 were also selected for this study since the those students are in a 
grade that precedes third grade where a high-stakes standardized PSSA test is first administered.  
Additionally, students receiving Title I reading service continue to struggle with reading despite 
on-going Title I services in reading, school-based Response to Intervention and Instruction (RtII) 
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strategies during intervention periods, data analysis of individualized intervention strategies, and 
on-going communications with families (Kim, 2013).  One potential identified solution was 
strategically targeting more family support at HES.  While annual Title I parent meetings had 
been held and reading activities were conducted, they had not been facilitated on a regular basis, 
nor had they been strategically targeted.  Because most of the students receiving Title I reading 
service in the grades 2, 3, and 4 already have fundamental decoding skills, this study focused on 
a series of family literacy workshops designed to provide specific reading strategies to improve 
fluency and comprehension.  
Intervention 
Intervention Description 
As noted earlier, acquiring decoding strategies is essential before children can begin to 
learn to read since decoding helps them apply knowledge of letter-sound relationships, including 
letter patterns, in order to pronounce written words correctly (Reading Rockets, 2016).  In HES, 
primary grade teachers and reading specialists utilize phonemic awareness and phonics to teach 
decoding skills (Kim, 2015).   Based on the historical data, the majority of the targeted 
population of this study – HES students who receive Title I reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4 
– possessed basic decoding strategies (Kim, 2013).  Therefore, for this study, only the families of 
students who have basic decoding strategies were selected since the family literacy workshops 
only focused on teaching fluency and comprehension strategies as intervention.  During the 
study, first two family literacy workshops focused on fluency, and the last two literacy 
workshops focused on comprehension strategies. 
For Fluency intervention, there were two specific strategies used: Paired Reading (PR) 
method and Repeated Reading.  In Paired Reading, the child reads aloud in tandem with the 
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parent/family member, and when the child makes a reading error, the parent/family member 
corrects the word the child read incorrectly and read in tandem (Topping as cited by Wright, 
2001).  For Repeated Reading, the child reads through a passage repeatedly aloud, and the 
parent/family member provides help with reading errors (Topping as cited by Wright, 2001).  
This repeated reading improves pace and expression, helps with disjointed reading, and improve 
understanding (Morrow, Kuhn, & Schwanenflugel, 2006).   
To improve reading comprehension, the following two strategies were utilized: 
Interactive Shared Reading - Dialogic Reading, and Think-Aloud.  Interactive Shared Reading 
involving children’s participation by answering questions, explaining, and reading aloud before, 
during, and after book reading has shown to be effective (Trivette & Dunst, 2007).  Dialogic 
Reading, a specific form of Interactive Shared Reading, uses five W questions (who, what, when, 
where, and why) to help children interact with the stories and to increase language development 
and comprehension (Van Voorhis, Maier, Epstein, & Lloyd, 2013).  In this study, the parents 
asked five W questions to help their child interact with the stories and to increase 
comprehension.  “Think-alouds” is another comprehension strategy, and it is a metacognitive 
technique in which students think about their own thinking by verbalizing their thoughts as they 
read, and thus utilize strategies to comprehend a text (Oster, 2001).  For Think-alouds, the 
parents model how he/she thinks while reading, and the child takes turn thinking aloud about the 
reading passage he/she reads.   
Both fluency and reading comprehension intervention strategies were taught at the family 
literacy workshops for this study.  Family literacy workshop #1 focused on Paired-Reading, 
Repeated Reading in Workshop #2, Interactive Shared Reading - Dialogic Reading in Workshop 
#3, and Think-alouds in Workshop #4. 
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Participants 
The participants for the study were families of HES students receiving Title I reading 
service in grades 2, 3, and 4.  There were 40 students with 15 grade 2, 13 grade 3, and 12 grade 4 
students.  This researcher decided to study the families of students receiving Title I reading 
service in grades 2, 3, and 4 because they are in greatest need for reading support, even though 
they spend more time on reading comprehension than students in Kindergarten or grades 1.  
Those families are selected because their children in grades 2, 3, and 4 have academics across 
different content areas with a greater emphasis on reading comprehension.  Additionally, 
according to 2014 DIBLES Data (DIBLES Next, 2014), most students in grades 2, 3 and 4 who 
receive Title 1 reading service already had fundamental basic decoding strategies; typically, they 
needed additional support with fluency and comprehension to become better readers which were 
the focused strategies taught at the family literacy workshops.  
Participant Selection.  Working cooperatively with the reading specialist at HES and the 
principal, the researcher obtained a list of students in grades 2, 3, and 4 receiving Title 1 reading 
service.  All families of HES students receiving Title 1 service in grades 2, 3, and 4 - 40 students 
in all, with 15 grade 2, 13 grade 3, and 12 grade 4 students – were invited to participate in the 
study.  
Case Study Participant Selection.  While all of the families of CES students receiving 
Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4, 40 students in all, were invited to participate in the 
study, for case study, purposeful sampling (Patton, 1990) and criterion sampling were used to 
select a subset of families of those 40 students receiving Title 1 reading service for personal 
interviews of their literacy engagement with their children at home.  This also explored their self-
efficacy in ability to help and perception of their children’s reading.  Purposeful sampling is a 
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sampling method that deliberately selects small samples for in-depth study (Patton, 1990).  The 
criteria for criterion sampling (Patton, 1990) are listed and their rationales are summarized in 
Table 1.  According to Patton (1990), criterion sampling involves selecting “cases that meet 
some predetermined criterion of importance” (p. 176) and provides “quality assurance” (p. 183).  
As such, only a total subset of three families of students from grades 2, 3 and 4 – one boy and 
two girls – were selected for case study.  By selecting a mixture of both genders, the researcher 
would gain diverse insights of how, if any at all, family literacy workshops influenced the way 
the families engage with their children’s reading at home.    
Table 1  
Selection Criteria for Case Study Family and Rationale. 
Criteria for Case Study Families Rationale 
The families’ children must be in grades 2, 
3 and 4 and receive Title 1 reading services 
at HES.  
The focus of the study was to examine the 
influences of family literacy workshops on the 
families of students receiving Title 1 reading 
service in grades 2, 3, and 4.  Therefore, the 
participating families in case study must have 
children in grades 2, 3, and 4 who receive Title 1 
reading services at HES. 
Of the three families of students in grade 2, 
3 and 4, one student must be a boy and one 
student must be a girl. 
By selecting a boy and a girl, the researcher 
anticipated gaining diverse insights of how, if any 
at all, family literacy workshops influenced the 
way the families engaged with their children’s 
reading at home.    
The language spoken predominantly in the 
home must be English. 
Families who speak English predominantly at 
home may fully comprehend and benefit from the 
family literacy workshops, including the taught 
fluency and reading comprehension strategies.  
Further, by selecting those families, then, English 
as a second language would not be anticipated to 
have an effect on this study.   
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Families must have attended at least one of 
the four family literacy workshops. 
Only four (4) family literacy workshops were 
planned; family literacy workshop #1 and #2 were 
focused on fluency, and #3 and #4 focused on 
reading comprehension strategies. To examine the 
influences of the workshop(s) on families’ 
engagement of their children’s reading, families 
must have attended at least one workshop.   
 
As noted in Table 1, for this study, the selection of the families for case study were based on the 
following criteria: 1) families’ children were in grades 2, 3 and 4 and receive Title 1 services at 
HES; 2) Of the three families of students in grade 2, 3 and 4, at least one boy and a girl were to 
be selected – for the study, one boy and two girls were selected; 3) the home language must be 
English; and 4) families attended at least one of the four family literacy workshops.  First, the 
rationale for selecting families whose children are in grades 2, 3 and 4 receiving Title 1 reading 
services at HES was directly tied to the focus of this study: to examine the influences of family 
literacy workshops on the families engagement of reading of students in receiving Title 1 reading 
service in grades 2, 3, and 4.  Specifically, the study examined the families’ engagement in their 
children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy in their ability to help their children’s reading at 
home, and their perception of their children’s reading performance.  Therefore, the participating 
families in case study were required to have children in grades 2, 3 and 4 receiving Title 1 
reading service at HES.  Second, the case study families had at least one boy and a girl (with two 
girls in the study) from grades 2, 3 and 4, so that the researcher could gain diverse insights of 
how, if any at all, family literacy workshops influenced the way the families engaged with their 
children’s reading at home.  Third, the case study families were native English speakers so that 
they could fully comprehend and benefit from the family literacy workshops, including the 
taught fluency and reading comprehension strategies.  Lastly, the case study families attended at 
least one of the four family literacy workshops.  For the study, only four (4) family literacy 
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workshops were planned.  While attending all four (4) workshops is ideal, not attending any of 
them would not be beneficial.  Family literacy workshop #1 and #2 focused on fluency – Paired-
Reading and Repeated Reading - and #3 and #4 focused on reading comprehension strategies – 
Interactive Shared Reading: Dialogic Reading, and Think-alouds.  Therefore, attending at least 
one of the four family literacy workshops was an important criterion.  Also, to incentivize 
participating case study families, they were given a $20.00 gift card for being interviewed about 
their engagement in their children’s reading at home. 
Identification and Invitation.  The participants were identified through criterion 
sampling.  They met the following criteria: families have students in grades 2, 3 and 4 who 
receive Title 1 reading services at HES.   
The researcher sent a hard copy of a letter of invitation to the selected students’ families 
asking for participation in the study.  The invitation letter was sent through HES’s Friday folder, 
a home-school communication method, and also through U.S. mail.  
For case study, a subset of three families was identified to participate in the study and be 
interviewed.  A hard copy of a letter of invitation was sent to the selected students’ families 
asking for participation in the study.  The invitation letter to the selected families was sent 
through HES’s Friday folder.  A phone call was made to the selected families to personally invite 
them to participate in the study and to introduce myself as a researcher.   
In summary, the proposed study used two sampling strategies, purposeful sampling 
(Patton, 1990) in combination with criterion sampling (Patton, 1990), to select the participants. 
The families of students in grades 2, 3 and 4 receiving Title 1 services at HES were selected to 
participate.  For case study, the families who met the predetermined criteria as listed in Table 1 
were selected and invited to be participants for in-depth study.  The two sampling strategies 
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identified participants who provided information needed to answer the research questions.  
Descriptions of Methods 
 This mixed-methods study gathered data using both quantitative and qualitative methods.  
As shown in Table 2, for quantitative data collection, pre- and post- family literacy workshop 
surveys were collected.  For qualitative data collection, observations and interviews were 
utilized.  Both methods were utilized in order to enhance the interpretation of the data (Creswell, 
2013).  
Table 2 
Quasi-Experimental Data and Collected Case Study Source  
Methodology Data Source 
Quasi-Experimental (Quantitative) Data Collection Surveys 
Collected Case Study (Qualitative) Data Collection 
Interviews 
Observations 
 
Quasi-Experimental Design Data Collection.  The quasi-experimental followed a 
quantitative design: pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys were completed by the 
participating students’ families before and after the last family literacy workshop, and family 
literacy workshop exit surveys were completed after each workshop.  This method is explained 
in more detail below. 
Surveys.  As a part of the quasi-experimental design, three surveys were created using an 
online survey tool.  However, in order to accommodate participants who may not have access to 
a computer and/or Internet, paper version of the survey were used.   
There were pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys for the families of students 
receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3, and 4.  The pre-workshop surveys was 
administered in order to establish a baseline understanding of the families’ typical reading 
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engagement at home and their self-efficacy in their ability to help their children in reading.  At 
the end of each family literacy workshop, a brief survey (see Appendix B) was also 
administered.  This survey allowed attending families to share their immediate reflections on 
their children’s fluency/comprehension concerns, feedback on shared strategies, and self-efficacy 
in their ability to support their children’s reading at home.  Then, after all of the four family 
literacy workshops were completed, a post-family workshop survey to families who attended at 
least one of the workshops.  This was done to examine the influences of the workshops on the 
families’ engagement with their children’s reading at home and their self-efficacy in their ability 
to help with reading.  
Instrument description.  For pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys, modified 
version of Family-School Partnership Lab Scales: Parent Questionnaire (Hoover-Dempsey & 
Sandler, 2005) and Parental Self-Efficacy (Wylie, 2015) were utilized for this study.  The survey 
is a hybrid of “Parent: Thinking About Helping My Child with Homework” (Hoover-Dempsey 
& Sandler, 2005), “Parental Report of Instruction Questionnaires” (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 
2005; Walker, Wilkins, Dallaire, Sandler & Hoover-Dempsey, 2005), and Parental Self-Efficacy 
created and tested by Wylie (2015).  There were three kinds of Likert-type scale responses in the 
survey (see Appendix A): 
1) a six-point Likert-type response scale with 1 = Disagree very strongly; 2 = Disagree; 3 = 
Disagree just a little; 4 = Agree just a little; 5 = Agree; and 6 = Agree very strongly;  
2) another six-point Likert-type response scale gauging the frequency of the family’s 
reading and schoolwork interaction with their child at home with 1 = Never; 2 = A few 
times a year; 3 = 1-3 times a month; 4 = Once a week; 5 = A few times a week; and 6 = 
Daily; and  
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3) a Likert-type response scale which ranges from 0 to 10 with 0 = Cannot do at all; 5 = 
Moderately can do; and 10 = Highly certain can do.   
There was a two–part open-ended response question that asked the respondents to list people 
who help their children with reading assignments and which one of those people usually helps 
their child when he/she needs or wants help with reading assignments.  There was a two-part 
open-ended response question that asked the respondents to list people who help their children 
with reading assignments, and which one of those people usually helps their child when he/she 
needs or wants help with reading assignments.  
At the end of each family literacy workshop, a brief “exit” survey (see Appendix B) was 
also be administered to understand families’ immediate reflection on their children’s 
fluency/comprehension concerns, provide feedback on the workshop, and confidence in their 
ability to support their children’s reading at home.  The “exit” survey had a five-point scale of 
Likert-type response scales: 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = neutral; 2 = disagree; 1 = strongly 
disagree (see Appendix B).  For example, a survey statement reads “I learned useful strategies to 
help my child with his/her reading,” and a family member could respond to one of the five 
choices: Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree.  
Participant selection.  Please see information under preceding sub-section titled 
“Participant Selection” in Participants.   
Identification and invitation.  Please see information under preceding sub-section titled 
“Identification and Invitation” in Participants. 
Table 3 
Participants and Timing of Survey Data Review 
Participants Timing of Survey Data Review 
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Families of the students in each 
grade 2, 3 and 4 receiving Title 1 
services 
Pre-Family 
Literacy 
Workshop 
After each family 
literacy workshop 
Post-Family 
Literacy 
Workshops 
 
 Table 3 notes when the participating families of students took the surveys.  Participants 
also completed pre-family literacy workshops.  Only the families who attended at least one of the 
four family literacy workshops completed the post-family literacy workshop survey. 
Data collection.  There were a total of three surveys administered.  One survey (pre-
family literacy workshop) was conducted on the families of the students receiving Title 1 reading 
service in grades 2, 3, and 4 before the start of the family literacy workshop series.  Another 
survey (post-family literacy workshop) was administered after the conclusion of the family 
literacy workshop series.  Then, another type of survey was administered at the end of each 
family literacy workshop.  
The pre-family literacy workshop survey was distributed prior to the start of the first 
family literacy workshop.  It was sent to families via HES Friday folder.  The post-family 
literacy workshop survey was distributed after the conclusion of the last family literacy 
workshop.  The completed surveys were secured in a locked drawer to prevent loss or 
compromise of participants’ confidentiality.  
According to Oracle guide (2012), research studies that offer free low-value merchandise, 
coupons, or even cash incentives do not result in higher survey response rates.  Instead, 
requesting participation in a survey during personal contact with the desired participant is 
recommended.  The reading specialist at HES who provides Title 1 reading service to most of the 
students in grades 2, 3 and 4 met with the selected families during HES Annual PSSA 
information session to their Title 1 parents to personally invite them to participate in the study.  
The researcher followed up with the invitation letter.  Additionally, a reminder stating the 
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importance of families’ participation and the deadline to complete the survey (Gaskin, 2012) was 
sent home to those who have not yet responded to the survey.  
Additionally, at each of the family literacy workshop, attendants signed in to indicate 
their participation (see Appendix H).  This helped determine who attended and for which literacy 
sessions from #1 to #4.  Also, at the end of each family literacy workshop, a brief survey (see 
Appendix B) was conducted.  This survey allowed attending families to share their immediate 
reflections on their children’s fluency/comprehension concerns, provide feedback on shared 
strategies, and their self-efficacy in their ability to support their children’s reading at home.  
Collected Case Study Data Collection.  The collected case studies followed a 
qualitative design: 1) interviews with the case study families after family literacy workshop 
series.  This method is explained in more detail below. 
Interviews.  Among other qualitative methods, interviews are important to case study 
research.  In this study, a subset of three selected families, whose children in grades 2, 3, and 4 
receive Title 1 services and participate in the study, were selected for a semi-structured interview 
after the family literacy workshops ended (see Table 3).  The post-workshop interviews were 
conducted to examine the influences of family literacy workshops on the families’ reading 
support to their children, self-efficacy in their ability to help with reading and their perception of 
children’s reading performance (see Table 3). 
Instrument description.  As a semi-structured interview, the questions were pre-
determined (see Appendix D).  They were open-ended and designed to solicit the families’ 
experiences and perspectives.  The questions were designed to gauge families’ involvement in 
their children’s learning with a focus on reading support and ways in which they provided those 
supports.  In addition, follow-up and clarifying questions were asked when appropriate.  The 
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participants also had an opportunity to the researcher any questions regarding the interview or 
the study.   
The interviews lasted approximately 60 minutes, and they were audio-recorded using a 
smart phone.  Audio recording of the interview helped to ensure the accuracy of the researcher’s 
notes, not miss any pertinent information, and helped transcribe the interview.  The audio 
recordings are kept on a password-protected computer.  The interviews were transcribed 
verbatim.  The researcher also took notes on the interview in a field notebook.   
Participant selection.  Please see information under preceding sub-section titled 
“Participant Selection” in Participants.   
Identification and invitation.  Please see information under preceding sub-section titled 
“Identification and Invitation” in Participants. 
Table 4 
Participants and Timing of Interviews 
Participants Timing of Interviews 
A subset of three (3) families whose 
children receive Title 1 reading service in 
grades 2, 3, and 4; at least one boy and a girl 
Post-Family Literacy Workshops 
 
Data collection.  After family literacy workshop series ended, the researcher contacted 
participants to schedule post-family literacy workshop interviews.  The interview were 
audiotaped, and held at HES or the local library to suit the families’ preference.   
To schedule families for interviews, this researcher contacted them through emails and 
phone calls.  A reminder phone call or email, depending on the families’ preference, were given 
a day before the scheduled interview. 
The interview data was transcribed and uploaded to NVivo. Data is password protected to 
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secure participants’ confidentiality.  Additionally, the notes from the interview were secured in a 
locked drawer to prevent loss or compromise of participants’ confidentiality.  The notes were 
also transcribed and saved on a password-protected computer. 
Observations.  According to Creswell (2013), observation is one of the central tools for 
gathering data in qualitative research.  Observation calls upon the researcher to use the five 
senses to observe the phenomenon (Angrosino, as cited in Creswell, 2013).  In this study, the 
researcher observed participating families during the family literacy workshops.   
During the four family literacy workshops, the researcher’s major role was an observer, 
to observe if the families were able to use the learned strategies well or needed additional 
supports.  This helped the researcher better understand if the families were comfortable in using 
them at home with their children.  
Instrument description.  During observations, the field notes were recorded in a field 
notebook using a standard observation protocol (see Appendices F and G) that looked for 
specific literacy strategies being utilized by the families and a section for open-ended 
observation notes for any other relevant observations.  These notes were typed up after each 
observation, and further analyzed to understand how these families provide reading support at 
home.   
The analysis of observation notes provided additional information regarding the ways in 
which families provide reading support.  
Table 5 
Participants, Timing, and Methods of Observations  
Participants Timing of Observations Method of Observation 
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All Title 1 families who 
attend the family literacy 
workshops 
Each of the four planned 
family literacy workshops 
Observe families participation 
during the family literacy 
workshops 
 
Table 5 depicts the when and where the observations of families’ participation during family 
literacy workshops were recorded.  
Participant selection.  Please see information under preceding sub-section titled 
“Participant Selection” in Participants.   
Identification and invitation.  Please see information under preceding sub-section titled 
“Identification and Invitation” in Participants. 
Data collection.  After the family literacy workshop series ended, the researcher 
contacted the selected families for interviews.  
The translation data were uploaded onto NVivo, where they are stored electronically as 
well as password protected to secure participants’ confidentiality.  Additionally, the notes from 
the interview are secured in a locked drawer to prevent loss or compromise of participants’ 
confidentiality. 
Data Analysis 
The data analysis of this study consists of examining qualitative and quantitative data.  
The qualitative data were from interviews and observations. The quantitative data were from 
surveys.  A detailed analysis of qualitative and quantitative data analysis are discussed in this 
section. 
For qualitative data analysis, the Bloomberg and Volpe’s (2008) Process of Qualitative 
Data Analysis was utilized.  Here, the recorded interviews and observations were transcribed, 
and key ideas and common patterns in the data were identified and coded (Bloomberg & 
Volpe’s, 2008).  In addition, a priori codes from the literature were included – such as Epstein’s 
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six types of parent involvement and Adler’s concepts of fluency and comprehension.  After 
conducting this open coding of the data, the researcher formulated categories and sub-categories 
to further analyze the transcription data (Bloomberg & Volpe’s, 2008).  This reduced and revised 
coding scheme were used to code that data a second time.  Data under each code were considered 
for accuracy and fit.  The coding scheme was revised again based on this second read of the data.  
The data was then re-read a third time with the revised coding scheme.  This third coding scheme 
was used to code the data in NVivo.  Themes that helped to address the guiding research 
questions were identified, and the researcher synthesized the findings.  
For quantitative data analysis, descriptive analyses and non-parametric statistics were 
utilized to gain an understanding of the survey results and reading assessments.  The descriptive 
analysis described the findings from the surveys and reading assessments.  Since the surveys use 
Liker-scaled data, more appropriate non-parametric tests were utilized (Gibbons, 1993).  In this 
study, a Wilcoxon signed-ranks test was used to examine the influences of literacy workshops on 
participating families’ engagement with their children’s reading including their self-efficacy in 
abilities to help with treading and their perception of their children’s reading performances pre- 
and post-family literacy workshops.  
As a mixed-methods study, in this study, the collected case studies helped inform the 
quasi-experimental, i.e. quantitative, data.  For instance, the interviews of participating families 
of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 helped to understand how, if any 
at all, family literacy workshops influenced the way families engaged with their children’s 
reading at home.  From the observation of families at the literacy workshops, the researcher 
could determine if families at family literacy workshops are able to apply what they learned to 
support their children’s reading at home.  Both the observations and interviews were expected to 
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be supported by quantitative data.  
Interviews Data Analysis 
After each interview, the digital audio recording was transcribed.  The transcribed data 
was reviewed to identify key ideas (Bloomberg & Volpe’s, 2008).  Using the Participant 
Summary Form (adapted from Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008, p. 262, previously adapted from Miles 
& Huberman, 1994, pp. 52-54) (see Appendix E), key ideas, themes, and additional questions to 
investigate were recorded in the form for each interview.  Using the NVivo qualitative software, 
the transcripts were coded, and then classified into categories.  Then, themes were identified, and 
the researcher synthesized the findings.  The emerging themes were used to enhance the 
understanding of how family literacy workshops influenced the way families engaged with their 
children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy in their ability to help with reading, and perception 
of their children’s reading performance.  
Observation Data Analysis 
Similar to that of the interview data analysis, Bloomberg and Volpe’s (2008) Process of 
Qualitative Data Analysis was utilized for the observation data analysis.  The field notes of the 
observations were analyzed.  From the analysis, the codes were sorted into categories, and the 
categories were compiled into themes.   
As noted previously, the analysis of observation notes provides additional information to 
the ways in which families provide reading support to their children. 
Survey Data Analysis 
The descriptive analysis was conducted to examine the pre- and post-family literacy 
workshops surveys in order to determine whether family literacy workshops influenced the way 
families of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 engaged with their 
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children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading 
performance.  Also, at the end of each family literacy workshop, a brief survey (see Appendix B) 
was also conducted to obtain families’ feedback on the strategies taught and gauge their 
confidence in ability to support their children’s reading at home.  This analysis also provided 
information on the influences of family literacy workshops on the way families engaged with 
their children’s reading at home and their self-efficacy in abilities to help with reading.  
Additionally, the descriptive analysis would determine consistency, if any, among the post-
family literacy workshops across the participants.   
Since the surveys use a Likert-scale, Gibbons (1993) recommended the use of non-
parametric tests.  Therefore, Wilcoxon signed-ranks test was used to examine the pre- and post-
family literacy workshop survey data.  The quantitative data were analyzed with the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) data analysis tool.  The comparison between pre- and post-
family literacy workshop surveys was analyzed regarding the participants.  In particular, the 
surveys probed the frequency of the children receiving Title 1 reading service asked for help 
with reading assignments, the families’ sense of their confidence in ability to help the children 
with reading assignments, and their engagement in their children’s reading at home.  
If the families have learned the strategies from the family literacy workshops, their post-
family literacy workshop, after the four workshops have ended, survey should indicate greater 
confidence in their abilities to provide help and result in increased engagement in reading.   
Table 6 illustrates the alignment between research question, approach, methodology, data 
analysis and data source as discussed previously.  It visually connects each research question to a 
specific research approach and process.    
Table 6 
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Alignment Between Research Question, Approach, Methodology, Data Analysis, and Data 
Source   
 
Research Question Approach Methodology Data Analysis Data Source 
1. Do family literacy 
workshops influence 
the way families 
engage with their 
children’s reading at 
home?   
Mixed 
Methods 
Quantitative & 
Qualitative 
● Quantitative - 
Statistical 
Package for 
Social Sciences 
(SPSS) - 
Wilcoxon signed 
rank test	
● Qualitative - 
NVivo qualitative 
software to 
identify codes and 
recurring themes	
● Surveys	
● Field notes	
● Interviews	
 
1.a) Do family 
literacy workshops 
influence families’ 
self-efficacy, 
specifically in their 
ability to help their 
children’s reading at 
home? 
Mixed 
Methods 
Quantitative & 
Qualitative 
● Quantitative - 
Statistical 
Package for 
Social Sciences 
(SPSS) - 
Wilcoxon signed 
rank test	
● Qualitative - 
NVivo qualitative 
software to 
identify codes and 
recurring themes	
 
● Surveys	
● Field notes	
● Interviews	
 
1.b) Does families’ 
participation in 
family literacy 
workshops influence 
their perception of 
their children’s 
reading 
performance? 
Mixed 
Methods 
Qualitative ● Qualitative - 
NVivo qualitative 
software to 
identify codes and 
recurring themes	
 
● Field notes	
● Interviews	
 
 
Stages of Data Collection 
Timeline 
The study began in the academic year of 2016-2017, towards the end of January.  A study 
invitation letter was sent to the families of 40 students in grades 2, 3, and 4 receive Title 1 
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reading services at HES.  The pre-workshop surveys were distributed to those 40 families.  Then, 
a series of family literacy workshops was held once every week.  Reading strategies focused on 
improving fluency and reading comprehension.  After the completion of all four family literacy 
workshops, post-workshop survey was sent to the families who attended at least one of the 
workshops.  Then, a subset of three case study families was identified, from one boy and two 
girls, for interviews. 	
As noted in Table 7, the timeline for data analysis in this study began at the start of April 
2017.  In June 2017, the researcher began her writing by identifying findings, offering 
interpretations, making conclusions, and providing recommendations.  
Table 7 
Timeline of the Study on the Effects of Family Involvement on Student Performance  
Date Tasks to Complete 
Sept. 28, 2016  • Submitted IRB Proposal  
Nov. 21, 2016  • Made revision & resubmitted IRB Proposal  
Nov. 28, 2016  • IRB Proposal approved 
Jan. 12, 2017 
 
• Send invitation letters and permission to families of 
students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 
and 4 re: study participation 
Jan. 27, 2017 
 
• Distribute Pre-family literacy workshop survey – families 
of students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 
and 4 
Feb. 15, 2017 (rescheduled from 
Feb. 9 due to inclement weather) 
• Conduct Title I Family Literacy Workshop – I 
Feb. 23, 2017 (rescheduled from 
Feb. 15) 
• Conduct Title I Family Literacy Workshop – II 
Mar. 1, 2017 (rescheduled from 
Feb. 23) 
• Conduct Title I Family Literacy Workshop – III 
Mar. 9, 2017 (rescheduled from 
Mar. 1) 
• Conduct Title I Family Literacy Workshop – IV 
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Mar. 10, 2017 • Distribute Post-family literacy workshop survey – to 
families who attended at least one workshop 
• Contact & send invitation letters and permission to subset 
of three (3) families who attended at least one workshop 
re: interviews 
Week of Mar. 13 – Week of 27, 
2017 
 
Schedule & conduct interviews with the selected subset of 
three (3) families who attended at least one workshop 
April 2017 Transcribe the interviews; conduct data analysis 
April 2017  
 
Conduct Data Analysis 
June 2017 Begin Writing: Identify findings; offer interpretations; 
reach conclusions; make recommendations 
 
Ethical Considerations 
According to Creswell (2012), educational researchers must be aware of, anticipate and 
be prepared to address any and all ethical issues in their research throughout the study.  In order 
to prevent violating participants’ human rights, federal guidelines have been developed for 
research conduct, which involve three principles: a) minimizing harmful effects of treatment on 
participants and maximizing its benefits; b) respecting participants by maintaining confidentiality 
and informing them of the purpose of the study; and c) ensuring that risks and benefits of the 
study are fairly distributed throughout the study (Creswell, 2012).  Therefore, in this study of the 
examining the family literacy workshop influences on the way families of students receiving 
Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 engage with their children’s reading at home, their 
self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading performance, the researcher took 
steps to minimize any potential ethical issues by submitting a research plan to the Drexel 
University Institutional Review Boards (IRB) for approval.  She created protocols to ensure 
participants’ confidentiality, minimizing the disruption to the HES, and writing the report with 
minimal biased language.  
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The researcher applied to Drexel University Institutional Review Boards (IRB) for 
approval to conduct the study on the family literacy workshop influences on the way families of 
students receiving Title 1 reading service in grades 2, 3 and 4 engage with their children’s 
reading at home, their self-efficacy in abilities to help with reading, and their perception of their 
children’s reading performance.  Through the application process, the researcher gained 
understanding of the IRB expectations and guidelines in creating participant consent forms 
(Creswell, 2012) and ways to ensure participants’ confidentiality, including during surveys and 
interviews.   
While conducting the study at HES, the researcher made certain not to disrupt HES by 
being as unobtrusive as possible and not interfering with the daily operation of the school and its 
programs.  The family literacy workshops were conducted in the evening, during non-school 
event dates so that they would not interfere with the school events.  When seeking participants, 
the researcher also informed the prospective participants about the purposes of the study, 
expectations for their participation, and the benefits of the study.  Once the participants were 
selected, a consent form was given to each participant to review and sign.  The researcher 
reiterated the purposes of the study and answered any questions that participants had about the 
study.  
For interviews, a subset of three case study families was selected.  They were offered a 
$20 gift card as a gesture of gratitude.  To be ethical, the gift card amount was not so large as to 
influence the individual participation (Creswell, 2012).   
To three case study families, the researcher explained the purposes of the study and the 
interview process to the case study families.  They also received a written document with the 
same information.  The selected families were given time to comprehend the given information 
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before they gave written consent to participate in the interviews.  
In order to maintain confidentiality of the participants and to minimize the connection 
between the participants’ responses and the individual participants’ identifiers, each participant 
was assigned ID numbers that only the researcher knows as recommended by Creswell (2012).  
This safeguard procedure applied to surveys, interviews, and observation notes.  Additionally, at 
the conclusion of the study, the survey instruments were stored in a password-protected 
computer.  However, because the questionnaires and the records can be subpoenaed (Creswell, 
2012), a confidential copy are maintained in a secure location but the master code sheet is kept in 
a separate location.  
During interviews, the researcher established a clear boundary between the interviewees 
and her; this helped minimize personal relationships that may develop from interviews and 
influence the study.  The interviewees did not discuss any potentially sensitive and troubling 
information.  
When writing the research report, the researcher uses language that minimized bias.  As 
Creswell (2012) noted, a “research report must be sensitive and respectful of people and places” 
(p. 277).  Recognizing that the participants of the study are comprised of families of students 
who receive Title I reading service, the researcher is respectful of their socio-economic status 
since some of the participants may be from socio-economically disadvantaged (SED) groups.  In 
the research report, the researcher uses “use people first language followed by descriptive 
phrase” (Creswell, 2012, p. 278).  Therefore, instead of focusing on Title I students, the focus is   
students who receive Title I service.  
 In order to eliminate any influence that the researcher may have on the families 
considering her previous role as the school principal, the full-time HES reading specialist 
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conducted the family literacy workshops.  Furthermore, The researcher aimed to be mindful of 
the ethical considerations throughout the study.  As such, she obtained Drexel University IRB 
approval, ensured the confidentiality of the participants’ responses and identity, minimized the 
disruption to HES daily operation and instructional programs, and is sensitive and respectful to 
participants by minimizing bias.  Lastly, the researcher secured permission from the School 
District to conduct this study at HES.  		
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Chapter 4:  Finding, Results, and Interpretations 
This study examined the influence of family literacy workshops on the way families 
engage with their children’s reading at home.  Specifically, the study examined the influence of 
the literacy workshops on parents’ self-efficacy in their ability to help their children’s reading at 
home and in their perception of their children’s reading performance.  As a part of this study, the 
participating families of students in grades 2, 3, and 4 receiving Title 1 reading support were 
surveyed before and after their participation in the family literacy workshops.  This study also 
made informal observations of attending families during the family literacy workshops.  After 
the last family literacy workshop, three families were interviewed to gain a better understanding 
of their experiences in the workshops and its influence on their interactions with their children’s 
reading, their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading performance.  
Although many studies have focused on parent involvement and its effects on student 
achievement, and reading in particular, with the enactment of the NCLB Act, the field has not 
achieved consensus on the positive effects of parent involvement on student achievement in 
reading.  DeTemple and Snow (2003) found positive influences of parental involvement on how 
children approached literature, particularly with meanings and language comprehension, which 
are precursors to reading comprehension.  Research has also shown a positive impact on 
students’ reading comprehension when parents focused on guided practice and gave feedback 
(Duvall, Delquadri, Elliott, & Hall, 1992).  Additionally, a study by Morrow and Young (1997) 
found that families who participated in the literacy program saw significantly improved reading 
performance compared to the students in a control group.  However, several studies showed that 
parents tutoring their children in reading outside of school did not have any significant effect on 
their children’s reading achievement (Law & Kratochwill, 1993; Powell-Smith, Stoner, Shinn, & 
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Good III, 2000) or even in the necessary vocabulary skills required for reading (El Nokali, 
Bachman & Votruba-Drazl, 2010).   
As evident in the above-mentioned studies, the existing literature presenting mixed 
results regarding the impact of parental involvement in student reading achievement.  To further 
explore the influence of the literacy program on families and their children’s reading, this study 
investigated the influence of family literacy workshops focused on fluency and comprehension 
strategies on the parents’ efforts to promote their children’s reading skills.  The participating 
families’ self-efficacy and their home reading support were assessed through the surveys before 
and after the completion of a four-part series of literacy workshops.  The reading specialist from 
the site school facilitated the four workshops.  During the literacy workshops, observations were 
recorded as part of the field notes.  Then, selected families were interviewed using a semi-
structured interview format to learn about their experience, sense of self-efficacy, and perception 
of their children’s reading performance.  The data from the surveys, field notes, and interviews 
were analyzed and described in this chapter as the following sections: Participants’ 
Demographics; Family Literacy Workshops; Findings – Quantitative Data: Surveys; Qualitative 
Data: Interviews and Field Notes; and Results and Interpretations.  A discussion about the data 
analysis, findings, and interpretation of the quantitative and qualitative data for the main research 
question and its two sub-questions of this study is also included in this chapter. 
Family Literacy Workshops 
For this study, a series of four family literacy workshops were conducted at the site 
school over the course of four weeks.  The first two workshops (Sessions 1 and 2) focused on 
Fluency, with Paired Reading and Repeated Reading as respective focused strategies.  The last 
two workshops (Sessions 3 and 4) focused on Comprehension using Interactive Shared Reading, 
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Dialogic Reading and Think Alouds/Metacognition.   
The workshops were held in the library of HES at 7:00 p.m. to accommodate the working 
families’ schedule.  Although the workshops were planned for four consecutive Wednesdays to 
help the families easily remember the session days, due to unexpected district-wide meetings and 
events on two dates, the second and the fourth workshops were held on Thursdays.  Each session 
was scheduled for an hour.  To make the literacy workshops inviting, light refreshment and 
snacks were offered at each session.  Two adults provided childcare service to the attendees’ 
children in the art room at the school site.  Those children receiving childcare service were also 
given light refreshment and snacks.  The childcare service providers also provided games and 
coloring activities to engage the children during the hour-long workshop. 
The following illustrates the format for the workshop: attendees dropped their child(ren) 
at the adjacent art room for childcare service; attendees signed in at the library and had light 
refreshments and snacks; attendees collected handouts/resource materials; the facilitator greeted 
the attendees and gave a brief introduction; the facilitator reviewed the agenda for the session, 
including the focused reading strategy; the facilitator explained the focused strategy; the 
facilitator modeled the focused strategy; attendees talked aloud about what they would do (based 
on feedback from attendees who expressed that they were uncomfortable with practicing the 
focused strategy as originally planned); the facilitator and attendees had a Q&A session; 
attendees completed an exit survey.  
As a way to make the presentation of the focused strategy more visual and informative 
than merely having the facilitator talk to the attendees, a short video clip demonstrating the 
focused strategy was embedded in the PowerPoint presentation for the first workshop.  The 
facilitator played a short video clip before her discussion and modeling of the focused strategy.  
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Based on the feedback from the attendees who responded very favorably to the video clip, 
subsequent workshops also embedded videos that focused on the specific focused strategy.   
During each workshop, the researcher observed the attendees and recorded field notes.  
The researcher also distributed and collected the sign-in sheets and exit surveys from each 
attendant.    
Participants’ Demographics 
A total of 40 students in grades 2, 3, and 4 receive Title 1 reading services at the site 
school.  There were 15 grade 2 students, 13 grade 3 students, and 12 grade 4 students.  Every 
family of students in grades 2, 3, and 4 receiving Title 1 reading support were invited to attend 
the workshops.  Table 8 below lists the title of each workshop and the number of families who 
attended them.  
Table 8  
Number of Attendees at each Workshop 
Workshop Session Session Title Number of Attendees 
1 Fluency: Paired – Reading 3 
2 Fluency: Repeated – Reading 4 
3 Comprehension: Interactive Share Reading – 
Dialogic Reading (5 Ws) 
4 
4 Comprehension: Interactive Share Reading – 
Think Alouds/Metacognition 
2 
 
From those 40 students’ families, 15 families completed the pre-family literacy workshop 
survey.  Of the 15 families, seven families attended at least one of the workshops.  While none 
attended all four sessions, three of the seven families attended three of the four workshops.  All 
seven families who attended at least one of the workshops completed the post-family literacy 
workshop surveys.   
 The attendance rate for the workshops was more than 10% of the targeted families of this 
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study, which was atypical of HES parents’ presence at their academic-related events.  For 
example, the PSSA information session, which is targeted at the families of approximately 225 
students in grades 3 and 4, drew about 10 to 15 parents.  This attendance rate represents less than 
10 percent of the student population in grades 3 and 4.  In comparison, the attendance rate of for 
the four literary workshops aimed at the families of 40 students receiving Title 1 reading service 
in grades 2, 3, and 4 was higher than HES’s attendance rate at their typical academic-related 
events. 
Although the number of attendees was low, the researcher noted that the discussions held 
at the workshops were meaningful and informative to the attendees.  When Susan, an attending 
parent at the first workshop, expressed concerns about her son’s lack of interest in reading and 
his selection of comic books as his only reading materials, the facilitator offered a helpful 
suggestion that Susan use comic books and any topic Susan’s son is interested in in order to 
“hook his interest.”  The facilitator also shared her personal experience as a reluctant reader as a 
child, and the nominal reward system her father had established to incentivize her to read and 
earn 10¢ per book.  After some time, the facilitator said her interest in reading grew to a point 
where the nominal reward system was not needed.  Susan was willing to try it with her son.  At 
the same meeting, Robert discussed that his son in grade 4 is not interested in reading at all.  
Although his son has the ability to read words, he has difficulty with comprehending what he 
reads.  Robert further noted that his son often not only misunderstands what he reads, but also 
lacks understanding of the purpose of reading.  With this concern, the facilitator stated that doing 
a Paired Reading and read aloud with his son would be a good strategy along with asking 
questions to check for understanding.  In particular, having the son read aloud helps the son 
better understand the story as he hears the words and determines if it makes sense.  In order to 
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increase fluency, the facilitator also recommended using funny poems because they are often 
short, humorous, and of high interest to young children.   
Another example of interactive discussion between the attending parents and the 
facilitator was observed at the second workshop.  At this event, Robert expressed concerns that 
his son views reading as a task and seems too eager to get it done, which often leads to a lack of 
comprehension and misunderstanding the purpose of reading.  To address this matter, the 
facilitator encouraged Robert to allow his son to see the father employ various genre and media 
so that his son can see different purposes for reading and in particular to see his father actually 
doing the reading.   
Based on the researcher’s field notes, it was evident that some of the parents who 
attended the workshops did not verbally express their thoughts during discussion.  However, this 
did not appear to be indicative of their lack of interest in learning new strategies to help their 
children’s reading.  For example, at the first workshop focused on Paired Reading to improve 
fluency, two parents, Robert and Susan, verbally shared their responses on how they would 
model the focused strategy to their children and give feedback to them if words were incorrectly 
read during their reading session.  At this session, another parent, Mary, was not very verbal.  
However, she was very attentive to the presentations and the discussions.  Although Mary did 
not actively engage in the discussion, she nodded in agreement to both Robert and Susan’s 
responses.  This suggested that she showed a level of engagement.   
Although the number of attendees at the workshops was very small, this may also have 
contributed to the interactive and engaging Question and Answer sessions held between the 
parents and the facilitator.  Based on the observations and notes from the field notes mentioned 
above, the attending parents were interested and observant to the presented focused strategies 
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and recommendations, and understood how to utilize them with their children at home.      
Of these seven families who attended at least one of the workshops, three parents agreed 
to be interviewed.  They are Robert, Michael, and Jane (their names have been changed to 
maintain anonymity).  The interviews with Michael and Jane were held at the school site, while 
the interview with Robert was held at a public library near the site school as per Robert’s request.   
In order to better understand the perspectives of the three interviewed parents  - Robert, 
Michael, and Jane - the literacy workshops they attended and their demographics, including 
professional and educational information, are listed.  Table 9 below shows the title of each 
literacy workshop they attended.   
Table 9 
 
Interviewed Parents’ Attendance at Workshops 
 
 Literacy Workshop Sessions 
 1 2 3 4 
Interviewed 
Parents 
Fluency: Paired 
– Reading 
Fluency: 
Repeated – 
Reading 
Comprehension: 
Interactive Share 
Reading – 
Dialogic Reading 
(5 Ws) 
Comprehension: 
Interactive Share 
Reading – Think 
Alouds/Metacognition 
Robert Attended Attended Attended  
Michael  Attended   
Jane  Attended Attended Attended 
 
Robert   
Robert is a middle-aged licensed professional who was born, raised, and educated in a 
country that nears the equator.  He speaks English as a second language, having learned it as a 
young student.  Robert immigrated to the United States as an adult.  Despite his busy schedule, 
Robert has been committed to being actively involved in his children’s education.  He is married 
and lives with his wife and their two young sons.  The son in grade 4 has received Title 1 reading 
  
	
112 
support since kindergarten. Robert has been actively involved in his sons’ education, including 
attendance at meetings and Title 1 events.   
Of the four literacy workshops, Robert attended three: Session #1 – Fluency: Paired-
Reading; Session #2 – Fluency: Repeated-Reading; and, Session #3: Comprehension: Interactive 
Share Reading – Dialogic Reading (5 Ws).    
Michael  
Michael is a middle-aged Hispanic man who is a leader in a social service organization.  
His wife, also Hispanic, works within the same organization.  They have a daughter in grade 2 
who receives Title 1 reading support. The family is new to the school as of the 2016-2017 school 
year.  According to Michael, their daughter has received Title 1 reading support in her previous 
school.  Michael and his wife speak Spanish.  Michael speaks English as a second language, and 
his wife is more comfortable in Spanish.  However, their daughter passed the language screening 
and has never qualified for ESL service during her schooling.  Michael stated that he and his 
wife have always been involved in their children’s education by attending school activities as 
long as it did not interfere with their church service and events.  According to Michael, he spends 
a lot of time supporting his daughter with her homework and reading. 
Due to a scheduling conflict, Michael and his wife were only able to attend the second 
workshop - Session #2 – Fluency: Repeated-Reading.  Although they wanted to attend the 
subsequent workshops, other scheduling conflicts prevented them from doing so. 
Jane 
Jane is an African-American woman in her mid-thirties.  She is a housewife with two 
children.  Her daughter in grade 2 receives Title 1 reading support at the site school.  She is 
actively involved in the Parent-Teacher Organization (PTO), and she is frequently seen at the 
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school volunteering her time, ranging from bake sales and book fairs to school-sponsored 
activities.  Jane shared that she typically supports her children’s schoolwork and academic 
related matters.  She enjoys helping her children learn and reinforcing the skills they learned in 
school.  Jane sees the importance of home and school partnership so that the children may 
receive the maximum support to have successful educational experiences.  
Jane attended three of the four literacy workshops: Session #2 – Fluency: Repeated-
Reading; and, Session #3: Comprehension: Interactive Share Reading – Dialogic Reading (5 
Ws); and Session #5: Comprehension: Interactive Share Reading – Think Alouds/Metacognition.    
Findings 
Quantitative Data: Surveys 
 For the quantitative data collection, this study administered pre- and post-family literacy 
workshop surveys and workshop exit surveys.  The pre- and post-family literacy workshop 
surveys assessed families’ self-efficacy and their home reading support before and after the 
completion of a four-part series of literacy workshops.  The pre-literacy survey was sent to all 
the families of 40 students in grades 2, 3, and 4 (15 second graders, 13 third graders, and 12 
fourth graders) receive Title 1 reading services at the site school.  The post-family literacy 
workshop survey was administered to the families who attended at least one of the four literacy 
workshops.  At the end of each literacy workshop, attendees completed a workshop exit surveys.  
The results of the surveys are reported below.  
Pre- and Post-Family Literacy Workshop Surveys.   
This study utilized pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys that were a hybrid of 
“Parent: Thinking About Helping My Child with Homework” (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 
2005), “Parental Report of Instruction Questionnaires” (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 2005; 
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Walker, Wilkins, Dallaire, Sandler & Hoover-Dempsey, 2005), and Parental Self-Efficacy 
created and tested by Wylie (2015).  There were three kinds of Likert-type scale responses in the 
survey (see Appendix A): 
1) a six-point Likert-type response scale with 1 = Disagree very strongly; 2 = Disagree; 3 = 
Disagree just a little; 4 = Agree just a little; 5 = Agree; and 6 = Agree very strongly;  
2) another six-point Likert-type response scale gauging the frequency of the family’s 
reading and schoolwork interaction with their child at home with 1 = Never; 2 = A few 
times a year; 3 = 1-3 times a month; 4 = Once a week; 5 = A few times a week; and 6 = 
Daily; and  
3) a Likert-type response scale which ranges from 0 to 10 with 0 = Cannot do at all; 5 = 
Moderately can do; and 10 = Highly certain can do.   
There was a two –part open-ended response question that asked the respondents to list people 
who help their children with reading assignments and which one of those people usually helps 
their child when he/she needs or wants help with reading assignments.  There was a two-part 
open-ended response question that asked the respondents to list people who help their children 
with reading assignments, and which one of those people usually helps their child when he/she 
needs or wants help with reading assignments.  
The pre-literacy workshop surveys were sent to the families of 40 students in grades 2, 3, 
and 4 (15 second graders, 13 third graders, and 12 fourth graders) receive Title 1 reading services 
at the site school.  From those 40 families, 15 families completed the pre-family literacy 
workshop survey.  Two of the 15 families completed the survey twice - based on the 
demographic information listed on the survey, it appears that those two families completed one 
for each child - and therefore, 17 surveys were returned.  The pre-workshop survey served as a 
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baseline understanding of the families’ typical reading engagement at home and their self-
efficacy in ability to help their children in reading.   
All 40 families were invited to attend a series of four family literacy workshops.  
However, only seven of the 15 families who completed the pre-literacy workshop survey 
attended at least one of the workshops.  Three of those seven families attended three of the four 
workshops; none attended all four sessions.  The seven families who attended at least one of the 
workshops all completed the post-family literacy workshop surveys.  One family who has two 
children, grades 2 and 4 receiving Title 1 service, completed two post-family literacy workshop 
surveys.  Since the responses for the two surveys from this family were different, it was evident 
that the family completed each survey with a particular child in mind.  Therefore, both surveys 
from this family were included in the study.  The pre- and post-family literacy workshop survey 
data were analyzed to determine the influence of the workshops, if any, in the way families 
engage with their children’s reading at home and families’ self-efficacy in their ability to help 
their children’s reading at home.  The paired pre- and post-family literacy workshop survey data 
were uploaded into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 24.0) software and 
analyzed using a non-parametric Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test.   
The pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys used Likert-type scales, which tend 
to have highly skewed distribution.  This non-normal distribution along with a small, paired 
sample size led to the use of a Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test for data analysis for this study.  The 
pre- and post-surveys had identical questionnaire items. They were divided into three sections: 1) 
Involvement - frequency of respondent’s involvement in his/her child’s academics and reading; 
2) Self-Efficacy - gauges respondent’s self-efficacy in his/her ability to help his/her child with 
reading and schoolwork; and 3) Self-Efficacy to Influence - the respondent’s self-efficacy to 
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influence his/her child’s school-related performance.  For data analysis purpose, Self-Efficacy-
Combined was also used to analyze both the Self-Efficacy and the Self-Efficacy to Influence as 
another category.    
Research Question 1. Do family literacy workshops influence the way families engage 
with their children’s reading at home?  The null and alternative hypotheses for this research 
question are as follows: 
H0:  There is no change in the way families engage with their children’s reading at home 
from before attending the family literacy workshops to after attending the family 
literacy workshops. 
HA:  There is a change in the way families engage with their children’s reading at home 
from before attending the family literacy workshops to after attending the family 
literacy workshops. 
As shown in Table 10, Post-Involvement scores were not statically significantly higher than Pre-
Involvement scores, Z = -.447, p < 0.655, and failed to reject the null hypothesis.  As a result, 
based on the eight surveys, there was no change in the way families engage with their children’s 
reading at home from before attending the family literacy workshops to after attending the family 
literacy workshops.  
Table 10 
Non-Parametric Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test Statistics of the Study 
  
Post 
Involvement – 
Pre 
Involvement 
Post Self-
Efficacy – Pre 
Self-Efficacy 
Post Self-Efficacy 
to Influence – Pre 
Self-Efficacy to 
Influence 
Post Self-Efficacy-
Combined – Pre 
Self-Efficacy-
Combined 
Z -.447a -.602b -1.439b -1.367b 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 0.655 0.547 0.150 0.172 
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a. Based on positive ranks. 
b. Based on negative ranks. 
 
The pre- and post-self-efficacy results will be further discussed below when answering the 
Research Question 1a.   
The item analysis of the Involvement survey items also indicated Post-Involvement 
scores were not statically significantly higher than Pre-Involvement scores as shown in Table 11.   
Table 11 
Involvement-Related Items Statistics from Pre- and Post-Family Literacy Workshop Surveys 
Using Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test    
Items Z 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Q17 Post - R17 Pre-Talks with my child about the 
school day .000
d 1.000 
Q18 Post - R18 Pre-Supervises my child's homework 
.000d 1.000 
Q19 Post - R19 Pre-Helps my child study for tests 
-.447c 0.655 
Q20 Post - R20 Pre-Practices spelling, math or other 
skills with my child -1.000
b 0.317 
Q21 Post - R21 Pre-Reads with my child 
-1.000c 0.317 
a. Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test 
b. Based on negative ranks. 
c. Based on positive ranks. 
d. The sum of negative ranks equals the sum of positive ranks. 
Additionally, the Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test data in Table 12 further supports that 75% of the 
survey respondents denoted that the frequency of their involvement in their child’s at home 
reading and academic supports remained the same before and after attending the literacy 
workshops.  Therefore, it failed to reject the null hypothesis for Question 1.   
Table 12 
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Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test Data for Pre- and Post-Involvement of Pre- and Post-Family 
Literacy Workshop Surveys  
 
 N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Post Involvement – 
Pre Involvement 
Negative Ranks 1a 2.00 2.00 
Positive Ranks 1b 1.00 1.00 
Ties 6c   
Total 8   
a. Post Involvement < Pre Involvement 
b. Post Involvement > Pre Involvement 
c. Post Involvement = Pre Involvement 
Research Question 1a. Do family literacy workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, 
specifically in their ability to help their children’s reading at home?  The null and alternative 
hypotheses for Research Question 1a were as follows: 
H0:  There is no change in families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their 
children’s reading at home, from before attending the family literacy workshops to 
after attending the family literacy workshops. 
HA:  There is a change in families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their 
children’s reading at home, from before attending the family literacy workshops to 
after attending the family literacy workshops. 
In order to analyze the Research Question1a, survey items 2, 3, 6, 7, 15 and 16 were reverse-
coded since they were negatively-keyed.  This was done to ensure that all question items are 
consistent with each other.    
In Table 8, Z-value and p-values of Pre- and Post-Self-Efficacy, Pre- and Post-Self-
Efficacy to Influence, and Pre- and Post-Self-Efficacy Combined show that Pre- and Post- scores 
are not statistically significant.  Therefore, the data failed to reject the null hypothesis.  This 
means that there is no change in families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their 
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children’s reading at home, from before attending the family literacy workshops to after 
attending the family literacy workshops.  
According to the ranks data for all three Pre- and Post-Self-Efficacy categories as shown 
in Table 13, more than 50% of the respondents marked greater self-efficacy after attending the 
literacy workshops.  However, this higher self-efficacy did not result in statistically significantly 
difference between before and after attending the literacy workshops.  
Table 13 
Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Data for Self-Efficacy Components of Pre- and Post-Family Literacy 
Workshop Surveys  
 
  N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Post Self-Efficacy 
– Pre Self-Efficacy 
Negative Ranks 2a 5.25 10.50 
Positive Ranks 5b 3.50 17.50 
Ties 1c   
Total 7   
       
Post Self-Efficacy 
to Influence – Pre 
Self-Efficacy to 
Influence 
Negative Ranks 1d 5.50 5.50 
Positive Ranks 6e 3.75 22.50 
Ties 0f   
Total 7   
       
Post Self-Efficacy-
Combined – Pre 
Self-Efficacy-
Combined 
Negative Ranks 1g 4.00 4.00 
Positive Ranks 5h 3.60 17.00 
Ties 0i   
Total 6   
a. Post Self-Efficacy < Pre Self-Efficacy 
b. Post Self-Efficacy > Pre Self-Efficacy 
c. Post Self-Efficacy = Pre Self-Efficacy 
d. Post Self-Efficacy to Influence < Pre Self-Efficacy to Influence 
e. Post Self-Efficacy to Influence > Pre Self-Efficacy to Influence 
f. Post Self-Efficacy to Influence = Pre Self-Efficacy to Influence 
g. Post Self-Efficacy-Combined < Pre Self-Efficacy-Combined 
h. Post Self-Efficacy-Combined >Pre Self-Efficacy-Combined 
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i. Post Self-Efficacy-Combined = Pre Self-Efficacy-Combined 
 
Research Question 1b, Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops 
influence their perception of their children’s reading performance, was examined through the 
interviews with the three interviewees, Robert, Michael, and Jane.  Considering the time between 
the completion of the four-part series of literacy workshop and the post-family literacy workshop 
survey, items to assess Research Question 1b were not included in the pre- and post-family 
literacy surveys.   
Workshop Exit Surveys. 
At the end of each family literacy workshop, a brief exit survey (see Appendix D) was 
administered.  This survey provided the attendees an opportunity to share their immediate 
reflections on their children’s fluency/comprehension concerns, feedback on shared strategies, 
and their confidence in ability to support their children’s reading at home.  Table 14 illustrates 
the mean values of attendees’ exit survey responses to all four family literacy workshops.  In 
total, 13 Family Literacy Workshop Exit surveys were analyzed.  The mean values range from 
4.38 to 4.85.  The response and its anchors are as follows: 1 – Strongly Disagree; 2 – Disagree; 3 
– Neutral; 4 – Agree; and 5 – Strongly Agree. 
Table 14 
Mean and Standard Deviation of Family Literacy Workshop Exit Surveys 
Survey Items Mean Std. Deviation 
Q1. I gained new information about the topic of this 
workshop. 4.69 0.480 
Q2. I learned useful strategies to help my child w / his /her 
reading. 4.77 0.439 
Q3. The activities in this workshop gave me sufficient practice 
and feedback. 4.54 0.519 
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Q4. I plan to use the strategies learned from today's workshop. 
4.85 0.376 
Q5. The instructor was helpful. 
4.85 0.376 
Q6. I feel more confident with supporting my child's reading 
at home with this workshop. 4.62 0.506 
Q7. I know when my child is having difficulty w / reading. 
4.38 0.506 
 
Figure 4 illustrates a comparison of workshop attendees’ mean value of responses to 
seven survey items at each workshop.  It shows that average response to the exit surveys was 
“Strongly Agree” or “Agree.”  This indicated that the attendees learned new information and 
new strategies from the workshops to help their child with his/her reading, and that they planned 
to use the learned strategies.  Unlike the Self-Efficacy and the Self-Efficacy-Combined results, 
the attendees also marked that they felt more confident in their ability to help their child’s 
reading at home with the support of the workshops as shown in Figure 4 and Table 12.  This 
suggests that the attendees’ confidence in self-efficacy to help their children with their reading 
increased with the support of the literacy workshops.  
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 Response Anchors: 
5 = Strongly Agree 
4 = Agree 
3 = Neutral 
2 = Disagree 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
Figure 4.  Literacy Workshop Attendants’ Mean Values of Responses to Workshop Exit 
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Surveys.      
Qualitative Data: Interviews and Field Notes 
From the semi-structured interviews with the three parents, Robert, Michael, and Jane, 
there are four emerging themes as shown in Table 15.  Each theme is described and discussed 
below.  Additionally, observation notes from the four literacy workshops are included to provide 
additional information and context to the analysis.  For Themes 1 and 3, there are emerging sub-
themes, and they are described in this chapter.   
Table 15 
Emerging Themes and Sub-themes from the Study 
Themes Sub-themes 
1. Families’ Role in Educating 
Children 
1a. Partnering with 
Teachers to Educate 
Children 
 
2. Involvement in Supporting 
Reading and Schoolwork at Home 
2a. Families Utilizing 
Strategies from Workshops 
2b. Nurturing Children 
to Become Responsible, 
Independent Readers 
and Learners 
3. Improved Interactions with 
Children in Reading Support  
  
4. Perception of Children’s Reading 
Performance 
    
 
Theme 1. Families’ Role in Educating Children.  Based on the interviews with the 
three parents, they believe that families play a critical role in educating children.  In addition to 
providing reinforcements to reading and academic skills the children have learned from school, 
the parents also set high expectations about the importance of school and learning to be 
successful in school.  According to the parents, those expectations help in establishing a strong 
foundation in their children to persevere through challenges and give their best effort in learning.  
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This was best expressed by Robert: “I think it [families] plays a very important role especially 
with helping in reading. Families – parents – also set high expectations for the children in 
schoolwork and to succeed in school.”   
Jane echoed the similar belief.  She believes the family plays a “major part” in schooling 
and sets it as a priority to help the children want to learn and succeed.  The family role also helps 
to build a strong foundation and the expectations for Jane’s daughter in understanding that family 
needs to be “be involved in school” and for Jane to value “going to school, learning all that [she] 
can… never too old to learn anything….”   
Michael stated that his family’s role in education is to serve as partners with teachers.  
This will help the family and the teachers work to support children’s learning.  Michael 
explained that he uses the same strategies, books, and resources that teachers provide so that his 
daughter receives consistent support from home and school.  This is an important role that 
Michael believes his family serves in his daughter’s education.   
Sub-theme 1a. Partnering with Teachers to Educate Children.  Within the families’ role 
in educating their children, the parents expressed the need to partner with teachers so that they 
may work together to educate their children.  They see their role as collaborating with teachers to 
reinforce what the children have learned in school and provide opportunities to do additional 
practice and/or apply the learned skills and strategies at home.   
Robert utilizes the information and resources he receives from school to support his 
children when they do their schoolwork and reading.  While Robert did not explicitly utilize the 
word “partnering,” his interview indicated that his outreach to teachers for resources and 
suggestions on strategies to better support his son’s academic skills illustrates partnering with 
teachers to support his son’s academic success.  Another parent, Michael, firmly believes that the 
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family’s role is to “partner with the teacher.”  Like Robert, Michael takes the strategies and 
resources he receives from his daughter’s teacher and utilizes them with his daughter at home as 
he tries to replicate the school experience at home during reading and schoolwork sessions.  
Similarly to Robert and Michael, Jane views the family role in educating children as 
partnering with teachers at her daughter’s school.  From her perspective, when she is actively 
involved in her daughter’s education at the school, she feels that “teachers go that extra mile.”  
She stated that when the teachers see her more involved in school, they feel that they have a 
parent who is working with them and they are not alone in educating Jane’s daughter: “I  
[teacher] got somebody [referring to a parent, Jane in this case] working with me now.”   
All three parents, Robert, Michael, and Jane, communicated that the family’s role in 
educating children’s is critical in helping to set expectations and providing academic support 
even at home.  They further indicated that they partner with teachers in educating their children.  
This partnership helps them receive resources and strategies they use to better support their 
children’s academic progress. 
Theme 2.  Involvement in Supporting Reading and Schoolwork at Home.  From the 
interviews conducted with Robert, Michael, and Jane, it was evident that they have a very strong 
desire for their children to be successful in school, specifically with respect to academics.  All 
three parents stated that they spend time at home with their children to support reading and 
schoolwork.  Robert has established a routine for his sons at home especially during the 
weekdays: “I help them [children] with schoolwork. We do it every night. I have two sons at the 
school, and I spend time with each one every night.”  At home, “we have no TV during 
weekdays.  Our children are not allowed to watch TV during school days. They do homework, 
read and work on computer activities.”  Robert’s wife, who is also the mother of the boys, 
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reinforces the same routines when he is at work.  Additionally, on the weekend, Robert stated 
that he practices sight word lists and reading practices with his boys so that their academic skills 
continue to be reinforced.   
Michael shared that he and his wife have established a set routine with their 2nd grade 
daughter when she comes home from school.  Michael explained that he usually spends 
approximately three hours each weeknight doing homework and school related work.  The large 
amount of time is spent because he feels the need to ensure that his daughter understands the 
assignment.  In addition, they also work on the nightly reading log and do additional reading and 
math activities on the District issued websites and teacher provided resources to provide further 
practice to enhance their daughter’s learning.   
Likewise, Jane has established a set routine for her children such that even her 2nd grade 
daughter knows the expectations when comes home from school.  According to Jane, “I support 
ways so I'm sitting down with them [her children], with her [daughter], every night when it's 
time to do homework.  You come home, we have a set schedule; you get your snack, let’s start 
homework, see what you have to do.”  However, the workshops provided her with “tools.”  Jane 
further explained:  “[A] lot of times, you don't know how to help your children. You think just 
reading to them it's going to help them improve, but it’s more strategy behind it and ways of 
going about them that help improve their skills.” 
The field notes recorded during family literacy workshops also indicate that Robert, 
Michael, and Jane are involved in supporting their children’s reading and schoolwork at home.  
At the first workshop, Robert acknowledged giving positive feedback to his son when he reads 
well.  Also, Robert was well aware that his son reads but doesn’t seem to understand what he’s 
reading.  Jane’s questions and comments during the workshops also indicate that she, too, knows 
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her daughter’s reading and learning challenges and does her best to support her daughter in 
reading and homework.   
Throughout the literacy workshops, the three interviewed parents sought advice on ways 
they can help improve their children’s reading skills and enhance their support at home.  Some of 
the examples of the interviewed parents seeking such suggestions are as follows.  During the 
third literacy workshop, Robert stated that his son doesn’t seem to recall the information from 
the story when Robert asks questions, and Robert sought suggestions on how to remedy this.  At 
the second workshop, Michael inquired about how he can improve his support to daughter at 
home.  He sought clarification on the frequency of practicing repeated reading with his daughter 
so that they may do it at home.  At the same workshop, Jane, too, sought advice on the wait time 
for her daughter to read the word correctly.   
In addition to learning the focused strategies planned for each workshop, through Q&A 
sessions held at each workshop, the parents acquired additional reading strategies.  According to 
the interviews, the parents found the learned strategies to be helpful in supporting their children’s 
reading and school work at home.  
Sub-theme 2a. Families Utilizing Strategies from Workshops.  From the interviews, it 
was learned that the parents utilized strategies they learned from the workshops they attended.  
The strategies implemented ranged from practicing sight words to improve fluency to repeated 
reading by asking five W questions – questions that probe who, what, when, where and why 
about the story – to improve comprehension.  
Robert explained that he and his children have academic skills time on Saturdays.  From 
the workshop, he said he learned the importance of sight words to build fluency, which has 
become their Saturday activity:  
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On Saturday mornings, I pull words from computer that has sight word lists. We review 
the list. After sometime, I have my children review the lists. If they do not know [the 
sight words], they are to study the list. Sometime later, we review the list again. 
Robert continued by stating that his family incorporates what the children learned in school to 
further reinforce their learning: “We try to find ways to talk about school related things and 
review what the children have learned at school so they continue to learn.”   
Michael stated that he and his wife instill the value and importance of education in their 
daughter.  He said that they try to replicate the strategies from the workshop and school to 
support their child:  
We are using support that is the same that you prepared at the school [referring to the 
workshop materials] because we want to be, like I said…partner and we are using your 
workshops, the books you are giving to her [referring to the daughter] at the school, to be 
continuing [what she learned] at the school. 
Michael also said that he and his daughter review the stories she read in school, which supports 
repeated reading and comprehension.  In the interview, Michael emphasized that he and his wife 
are committed to partnering with the school and teachers to help their daughter’s learning.  He 
explained, for example, that he spends about 3 hours each night with his daughter on her 
academic work ranging from reading log to homework to additional computer reading and/or 
math practice.  
Jane shared that when her daughter doesn’t understand what she has read, Jane will have 
her re-read it.  This was a strategy shared at the second fluency workshop, and Jane learned to 
incorporate it into her support.  If her daughter still doesn’t understand after re-reading the 
passage, Jane has her read aloud the same passage.  This is another strategy Jane learned from 
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the third workshop on reading comprehension:  
I have her [referring to the daughter] read it out loud to me because I need to know where 
she's fallen short at because she like she may say a word totally wrong because 
sometimes she'll see letters and she'll say another word just because they have maybe the 
first two letters the same.  …So, once I correct her and then, it's like, okay now, I 
[speaking as the daughter] understand what they [the characters/ authors] are talking 
about. 
Jane also noted that since attending the workshops, she became more aware of guiding questions 
to prompt comprehension:   
[N]ow, I ask more questions and I'm able to ask more questions because I 
know what questions to ask and as opposed to just saying what was the story 
about at the end, I know now how to break in the middle, at the right point, so 
that way we can keep stuff in line in order to helps then; okay, if something 
happened here, that's a trigger that, okay, let me maybe jot this down, pull this 
little mark about this, that's one of the ideas that support what’s going on in the 
story. So, the workshop has helped a lot with that. 
Based on Jane’s explanation of how she uses newly learned strategies from the workshops, she 
seems to be more knowledgeable of additional ways to support her daughter’s reading 
comprehension at home.  
Sub-theme 2b. Nurturing Children to Become Responsible, Independent Readers and 
Learners.  Although Robert, Michael, and Jane have children who receive Title 1 reading 
service, which indicate that they struggle with reading performance and need a great deal of 
support, the parents also work hard to nurture them into becoming more responsible, independent 
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readers and learners.  Robert stated that his 4th grade son waits for Robert to come home and 
assist him with his homework.  Even though Robert recognized that the son struggled with 
reading, Robert directed the son to do his homework on his own first upon coming home from 
school.  Then, Robert will review it.  He insisted on his son becoming more responsible and for 
his learning and reading: 
I said, I can help to review his [son’s] homework, but he needed to have started the work 
on his own first. After that, [the son] has learned to do his homework and for me to 
review them when I get home. 
Rather than to rely on him, Robert wanted his son to develop a habit of doing homework on his 
own and not depend on Robert unless needed.  For Robert, this is also viewed as a way to 
prepare his son for next school year, where he will be a 5th grader in another school building in 
the District. Based on Robert’s interview, it appears that the son has learned to do his homework, 
and Robert reviews his homework when he gets home.  
 Michael communicates his expectations of his second grade daughter being more 
independent of her reading while he provides support.  At home, he reminds her to apply the 
reading strategies she has learned: to not skip words that she doesn’t know, to decode 
challenging words by “taking apart the word,” and to use her finger to track the words she is 
reading.  In addition, Michael emphasizes to his daughter that the words she learns will be added 
to her vocabulary to be used.  This serves to encourage his daughter to be more independent 
about her reading skills and learning.  
 Like Robert and Michael, Jane teaches her 2nd grade daughter to become more 
responsible for her reading and learning even though the daughter needs significant support in 
reading.  As Robert demanded that his son take more responsibility for his homework without 
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prompts from the father, Jane has communicated the same to her daughter:  
[N]ow, as she’s [the daughter] getting a little bit older, I want her to be more 
independent, so I pull myself away. I want you [referring to the daughter] to do 
everything that you can do by yourself.  I will check it, and then, if you need help at that 
point, then I would help you. 
Here, Jane feels that she is gradually releasing the responsibility to her daughter and wants to 
serve as a coach to learning, rather than simply giving answers.  Jane also shared that her 
daughter is becoming a more independent reader:  
I'll see her [the daughter] pick up a book; she will read it two times and I don't have to tell 
her. And she goes back if she makes a mistake on the word.  She will start from the 
beginning from the next sentence and read it all, once she figures out that word. 
 It is apparent that the three parents provide support to their children regarding reading 
and homework.  Since the children receive Title 1 reading support, the parents recognize that 
they need a great deal of support.  Yet, the parents work to nurture their children to become more 
responsible, independent readers and learners even though this was not focused or discussed at 
any of the workshops.  This is done through the parents’ on-going academic support at home as 
they work to nurture their children to become more responsible for their reading skills and 
learning.  The participating parents communicate their expectations to the children – to apply 
themselves to doing the homework on their own first, not rely on the parents to provide answers, 
and to apply the reading and academic skills they already learned on their own.  As Michael 
stated, this expectation is communicated since he may not always be around to help his daughter.   
 The family literacy workshops focused on fluency and comprehension strategies that 
attendees can use at home which typically involve interactions with their children.  However, the 
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interviewed parents indicated their on-going endeavor to help their children become less 
dependent on their reading support.  For this reason, the parents continue to communicate their 
expectations of their children becoming more responsible, independent readers and learners even 
though they recognize that their children are struggling readers.  
Theme 3. Improved Interactions with Children in Reading Support.  The interviewed 
parents responded that after having attended the literacy workshop, they were more cognizant of 
their interactions with their children during reading support at home.  The parents shared that 
they learned reading strategies from the workshop, which they used with their children at home.  
Utilizing the strategies learned from the workshop, the parents become more aware of how their 
children read and that by applying the strategies, their interactions during reading became more 
engaging.   
 Robert acknowledged that as a licensed professional, he was not trained to teach and help 
children with reading.  He looked to the reading specialist and other teachers at the school who 
were trained to teach children and help him with reading for instruction.  Robert also stated that, 
from the workshop, he learned how to improve his children’s fluency so “they can read more 
fluently and also improve their comprehension.”  In addition to the presentations from the 
workshops, Robert often reviews and refers to the handouts from the workshop when he supports 
his children with reading:  
The handouts from the workshops, I take them out and use them with my children. I ask 
questions from the handouts to help them better understand what they read. I have re-read 
the handouts and find them helpful. And, I, now, have more strategies than before.  
Robert is more informed about appropriate guiding questions to better understand and support 
his children’s reading comprehension and fluency.  The strategies learned from the workshops 
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have improved his interactions with his children when he supports them with reading at home.  
 The workshop also provided Michael with reading strategies that he finds helpful by 
providing “more ideas” on how to best help his daughter when he supports her with reading.  He 
also explained how he utilizes the learned strategies at home.  In order to better listen and read 
the text, as discussed in the second workshop, Michael has his daughter sit close to him and read 
it aloud.  He stated that this will allow him to address any misread words or missed words.  
According to Michael, initially, his daughter skipped words that she could not read.  She even 
told him that she could skip those words.  However, Michael learned that skipping word or 
words could affect her comprehension.  With his support and guidance, his daughter is learning 
the importance of reading all of the words and increasing her vocabulary through learning new 
words.  This, in turn, will improve her comprehension.   
Even though Michael attended the second fluency focused workshop, the field notes 
indicate that during a Q & A session, another parent, Robert, expressed concerns about his son 
viewing reading as a task to complete without reading for understanding.  One of the suggestions 
that the facilitator recommended was to ask questions to gauge the son’s comprehension.  This 
prompted Michael to ask questions about his own daughter’s reading comprehension concerns.  
During the interview, Michael relayed that he had used strategies from the workshop to ask 
clarifying questions to better gauge his daughter’s comprehension of stories she reads:  
…when she [the daughter] was reading… I [Michael] was listening.  [I asked] [w]hat was 
happening with the kid [a character in the story] because I didn’t understand well.  Then, 
she started saying, daddy, because he was doing this wrong and he was doing [that].  And 
then I asked her to tell me the [rest of the] story [prompting the daughter to explain the 
story more] 
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Based on Michael’s account, he is using the strategies he learned from the workshop, and he is 
more engaged and interacts with his daughter when she reads at home or doing her reading 
assignments.  
For Jane, the workshops provided her with “a better understanding” of what she needs to 
do and the strategies to help her daughter with her reading challenges.  Prior to the workshops, 
she explained that she did not know how to help her children in reading: “You think just reading 
to them [children] it's going to help them improve, but it’s more strategy behind it and ways of 
going about them that help improve their [reading] skills.”  From comprehension workshops, 
Jane learned to finish reading a sentence even if a child encounters an unknown word: 
Even when I'm [Jane’s] reading something, she [Jane’s daughter] will say what does that 
mean.  And, I'll say, now, I'm starting to learn; okay, let me finish this sentence out and 
let’s see if you know before we break up because that loses our train of thought.   
Yeah, it was just something I learned from the workshop… of let's finish it out and then 
maybe it gives us tips about what they’re actually talking about.  Or [give] clues, rather… 
With fluency and comprehension (metacognition) focused workshops, Jane communicated that 
she learned the strategies to ask appropriate probing questions to gauge her daughter’s 
comprehension: 
[N]ow, I [Jane] ask more questions and I'm able to ask more questions because I know 
what questions to ask and, as opposed to just saying what was the story about at the end, I 
know now how to break in the middle, at the right point, so that way we can keep stuff in 
line in order to helps then; okay, if something happened here, that's a trigger that, okay, 
let me maybe jot this down, pull this little mark about this, that's one of the ideas that 
support what’s going on in the story. 
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From the workshop on metacognition, Jane learned that she, too, uses metacognition in her daily 
life but was unaware of it since it has become a natural part of her thinking.  This tool was 
especially good for her as she worked on imparting that information to her daughter in reading 
and in other aspects of daily living.  Since Jane learned “how to actually ask the right questions 
to get the correct answers” her interactions with her daughter are more interactive, engaging, and 
strategic which is a change from prior interactions.   
 Although the workshop attendance varied among the three parents interviewed, ranging 
from attending one to three of the four workshops, they all shared that the information learned 
from the workshop(s) has improved their interactions with their children when supporting 
reading at home.  While the parents have not explicitly stated that their interactions with their 
children at home during reading supports have been more engaging, their interviews suggest 
greater level of interaction.  The parents seem more interactive and engaged since they feel that 
they have the strategies to ask questions and better support their children in reading. 
Theme 4. Perception of Children’s Reading Skills.  The interviewed parents 
communicated that they learned strategies from attending the literacy workshops.  As they 
applied those strategies to help their children read at home, they noticed improvement in their 
children’s reading skills.  The difference in improvement ranged from improved fluency to 
comprehension and increased engagement in their children’s reading.   
 Robert stated that since he participated in the literacy workshops, his son’s reading 
performance and comprehension are “getting better.”  According to Robert, his son is “more 
attentive to the words he’s reading” which seems to help with the understanding of the story.  
Another difference that Robert noted was that his son is spending more time on reading than 
before Robert began utilizing the strategies he learned from the workshops.  
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 Michael responded that since he has attended the workshop, he and his wife are using the 
strategies they learned and the resource materials they received at home.  He indicated that his 
daughter’s “reading [is] getting better” too.  Michael elaborated that the daughter is “trying 
[more] and getting better little by little” in comprehending what she reads.  According to him, 
when he asks his daughter about the story, she is able to tell more about it than before.   
 For Jane, she noticed that her daughter is “starting to improve her fluency” and the 
daughter is even reading the text twice and going back to re-read if she makes a mistake on a 
word without Jane’s prompt.  Jane commented: “[H]er fluency is getting better than it was before 
because before it was just like skip over that word and that's just that.”  Also, Jane replied that 
her daughter’s comprehension is getting better than before.  Jane feels that with her utilizing the 
new strategies and the way she interacts with her daughter since attending the literacy 
workshops, her daughter’s self-confidence in her ability in reading has improved greatly.  
According to Jane, this has improved her daughter’s reading skills.   
 As noted in Table 2, Robert, Michael, and Jane attended various number of the literacy 
workshops planned for this study.  Robert attended the following three of the four workshops:  
● Session #1 – Fluency: Paired-Reading	
● Session #2 – Fluency: Repeated-Reading; and, 	
● Session #3: Comprehension: Interactive Share Reading – Dialogic Reading (5 Ws).  	
Michael attended the following workshop:  
● Session #2 – Fluency: Repeated-Reading.  	
Jane attended following three of the four literacy workshops:  
● Session #2 – Fluency: Repeated-Reading; 	
● Session #3: Comprehension: Interactive Share Reading – Dialogic Reading (5 Ws); 	
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● Session #4: Comprehension: Interactive Share Reading – Think Alouds/Metacognition.   	
Although their attendance at the workshops varied, all three parents communicated that they 
utilized the strategies learned from the workshops.  In addition, they perceived improvement in 
their children’s reading skills.  The parents commented that their children’s reading – fluency 
and comprehension – was “getting better” and the children were taking more ownership of their 
reading by utilizing the reading strategies on their own and reading more than before.   
Results and Interpretations 
The overarching research question of this study, identified as Research Question 1, sought to 
examine the influence of family literacy workshops on the way the families engage with their 
children’s reading at home, if any.  Two additional sub-questions were also examined.  They 
were: 1a) Do family literacy workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their 
ability to help their children’s reading at home; and 1b) Does families’ participation in family 
literacy workshops influence their perception of their children’s reading performance?  The 
Research Questions 1 and 1a were analyzed with the pre- and post-family literacy workshop 
surveys.  The Family Literacy Workshop Exit surveys also provided insights into the attendees’ 
confidence in supporting their children with the information from the workshop.  Those Research 
Questions were also examined with the observations of the workshop attendees and the personal 
one-on-one interviews with three parents, Robert, Michael, and Jane, who attended at least one 
of the four family literacy workshops.  Research Question 1b was not included in the survey due 
to time constraints between the completion of the last workshop and the administration of the 
post-family literacy workshop survey.  However, it was examined through the observations of 
the workshop attendees and the interviews with Robert, Michael, and Jane.  The results and 
interpretations of the analyses are discussed below. 
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The analysis of quantitative and qualitative data revealed three findings: 1) participants 
expressed the need to partner with teachers to support successful learning experiences for their 
children; 2) participants described improved involvement with their children in reading support 
when using resources and strategies from the literacy workshops; and 3) participants perceived 
improved reading skills in their children after using resources and strategies from the literacy 
workshops.  Below, the major findings of this study are presented, complete with a discussion of 
how this study’s findings corroborate and extend knowledge in the fields of family-school 
partnership, parent involvement in their children’s reading, and family literacy workshops.  
Finding #1: Participants expressed the need to partner with teachers to support 
successful learning experiences for their children.  The three parents, Robert, Michael, and 
Jane, who were interviewed for this study conveyed the importance of partnering with their 
children’s teachers in order for their children to make academic progress and be successful in 
school.  Although all parents were not explicit in using the language such as “partner” or 
“partnership,” their interviews indicated that they were, in fact, seeking family-school 
partnership.  Robert’s outreach to teachers for resources and suggestions on strategies to better 
support his son’s academic skills illustrated how he partnered with teachers to support his son’s 
academic success.  Likewise, Michael, firmly believed that the family’s role is to “partner with 
the teacher” in order to help his daughter make academic progress.  From Jane’s perspective, 
when she is actively involved in her daughter’s education at the school, she feels that “teachers 
go that extra mile.”  She stated that when the teachers see her more involved in school, they feel 
that they have a parent who is working with them and that they are not alone in educating Jane’s 
daughter: “I  [teacher] got somebody [referring to a parent, Jane in this case] working with me 
now.”   
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The observations from the family literacy workshops also lend support to finding #1.  
The workshop attendees came to workshops in the evening and spent about an hour learning 
reading strategies to help their children at home.  This willingness to invest their time shows 
their commitment to work with the school/teacher and gain resources and strategies to help their 
children’s learning.  In addition, the attendees asked the facilitator, who is their children’s 
reading specialist, questions about their children’s challenges with reading during the Q & A 
sessions.  For example, at the first workshop, Susan, a parent, expressed concerns about her son’s 
lack of interest in reading overall, and that his selection of comic books are his only reading 
materials.  Upon receiving a suggestion from the facilitator to use comic books and any topic of 
her son’s interest as a way to “hook his interest,” Susan agreed to try it with her son. Similarly, 
Robert voiced concerns to the facilitator about his son, who can read words but has difficulty 
comprehending what he reads, and who views reading as a task to complete.  The facilitator then 
recommended ways to help Robert with his son’s reading challenges.  The facilitator provided 
many helpful ideas and strategies to attendees during the Q & A sessions.  These Q & A sessions 
exemplified the willingness of attendees to collaborate with and implement strategies from 
professional educators in order to provide a continuity of supports for children across settings 
(Sheridan et al., 2012).   
Researchers have defined family-school partnership as a relationship between families 
and school professionals where they collaborate to enhance student growth academically, 
socially, emotionally, and behaviorally (Lines, Miller, & Arthur-Stanley as cited in Sheridan et 
al., 2012).  Through this partnership, family and school work together to provide a continuity of 
support for the children across settings (Sheridan et al., 2012).  In this study, two aspects of 
family-school partnership emerged: shared responsibility in educating children, and sharing 
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resources and supports.   
Sharing responsibility in educating children.  Christenson and Sheridan (as cited in 
Christenson, 2004), assert that both parents and teachers play a critical role in educating children.  
They complement and reinforce each other’s role, thus providing consistent communication to 
students about reading and learning (Christenson & Sheridan, as cited in Christenson, 2004).  As 
such, Christenson and Sheridan contend (as cited in Christenson, 2004) that parents and teachers 
have a shared responsibility for supporting students in their education.   
Robert, Michael, and Jane corroborated the findings from Christenson and Sheridan (as 
cited in Christenson, 2004) by expressing the need to partner with teachers so that they may 
work together to educate their children.  They view their role as collaborating with teachers to 
clarify high expectations for children about schooling, help reinforce what the children have 
learned in school, and provide opportunities for additional practice and/or apply the learned skills 
and strategies at home.  To support the school, the parents have established after-school routines 
so that their children are able to do their homework and school-related activities.  The parents 
also have their children do additional reading related practices at home, which may be done on 
computer or with various texts.  Robert even practices sight word lists and reading practices with 
his children on the weekend so that their academic skills continue to be reinforced.  Michael uses 
the same strategies, books, and resources that teachers provide so that his daughter receives 
consistent support from home and school.  In addition, he typically spends about three hours 
each weeknight doing homework and school related work.  Jane supervises her daughter every 
night during homework and helps to improve academic skills.  While Robert and Jane do not 
typically spend three hours with their children, they do devote time to support them with reading 
and schoolwork regularly.  All three parents’ dedication and commitment at home are to ensure 
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that their children understand the assignment and reinforce the learned skills.   
In parent-teacher partnership, Christenson (2004) contends that teachers cannot assume 
sole responsibility for educating children without families’ active involvement, and vice versa.   
When Cox’s (2005) examined studies on home-school collaboration aimed to improve students’ 
academic and social development, he found that the most effective interventions were those 
where families and educators collaborated to implement interventions utilizing a two-way 
exchange of information and two-way communication.  Robert, Michael, and Jane conveyed the 
same message: the need to partner with teachers.  They sought this partnership in order for them 
to work together with teachers to help their children make academic gains and be more 
successful in school.  In particular, Jane echoed Christenson’s (2004) belief about parent-teacher 
partnership.  Jane stated that when the teachers see her more involved in school, they feel that 
they have a parent who is working with them and they are not alone in educating Jane’s 
daughter: “I  [teacher] got somebody [referring to a parent, Jane in this case] working with me 
now.”  
All three parents, Robert, Michael, and Jane, communicated that the family’s role in 
educating children is critical in helping to set expectations and providing academic support even 
at home.  They further indicated that they partner with teachers to support what teachers are 
doing in school, thus provide consistency in educating their children. 
Sharing resources and supports.  Christenson (2004) explains that parent-teacher 
collaboration has shared ownership in identifying and working towards resolutions and goals 
regarding children’s education.  According to Christenson (2004), such collaboration requires 
equality and parity.  Equality refers to both parties’ willingness to respect and learn from one 
another, and parity signifies the blending of knowledge, skills, and ideas to enhance both parties’ 
  
	
142 
relationship, and desired outcomes for children (Christenson, 2004).  In this study, the 
interviewed parents sought parity in family-school partnership.  In particular, they sought sharing 
of resources and supports from school so that the parents may better support their children’s 
reading skills at home.    
From a study by Jung and Han (2013), the researchers recommended that, in order to 
maximize parent-child reading interactions at home and to help students improve their reading, 
teachers should share school reading practices with parents (Jung and Han, 2013).  Additionally, 
when Westat and Policy Studies Associates (2001) evaluated the impact of standards-based 
practices, which included outreach to parents on student achievement in 71 Title 1 elementary 
schools, they measured the frequency of sending educational materials home and found that 
teacher outreach to parents of low performing students, was positively correlated to improvement 
in reading and math achievement.  The family literacy workshops in this study provided 
resources and supports that participants used at home to better support their children’s reading.  
Throughout the family literacy workshops, Robert, Michael, and Jane sought resources and 
supports on ways they can help improve their children’s reading skills and enhance their support 
at home.  
Robert utilized the information and resources he receives from school to support his 
children when they do their schoolwork and reading.  Although he did not explicitly utilize the 
word “partnering,” Robert indicated in his interview that he often reached out to teachers for 
resources and suggestions on strategies to better support his son’s academic skills - this outreach 
illustrates his partnering with teachers to support his son’s academic success.  Another parent, 
Michael, firmly believes as stated in his own words that the family’s role is to “partner with the 
teacher.”  Like Robert, Michael takes the strategies and resources he receives from his daughter’s 
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teacher and utilizes them at home as he tries to replicate the school experience during reading 
and schoolwork sessions.  In addition, Michael has his daughter do extra reading and math 
activities on the District websites for supplementary practice in order to enhance his daughter’s 
learning.  Jane, too, views the family role in educating children as partnering with teachers at her 
daughter’s school.  She attended family literacy workshops to gain additional resources and 
supports that would allow her to help improve her daughter's reading skills.   
In this study, in addition to learning the focused strategies planned for each workshop, 
Robert, Michael, and Jane acquired additional reading strategies through Q&A sessions held at 
each workshop.  According to the interviews, the parents found the learned strategies to be 
helpful in supporting their children’s reading and schoolwork at home.  Robert, Michael, and 
Jane indicated that their partnership with teachers helps them receive resources and strategies 
they use to better support their children’s academic progress.  Their perspective on family-school 
partnership corroborates Christenson’s (2004) and Westat and Policy Studies Associates’ (2001) 
studies that family-school partnerships involves sharing of resources and supports in order to 
achieve a common goal of providing better support to children at home for improved academic 
skills. 
The qualitative results of this study show that the participants expressed a need to partner 
with teachers to support successful learning experiences for their children.  From the interviews, 
they sought family-school partnership.  In particular, the participants sought two aspects of 
family-school partnership - shared responsibility in educating children, and shared resources and 
supports - in order to work collaboratively with teachers to enhance their children’s reading skills 
and education.  This finding corroborates existing literature on the important role that family-
school partnership plays in children’s education (Christenson & Sheridan, as cited in 
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Christenson, 2004; Christenson, 2004; Cox, 2005; Jung and Han, 2013; Westat & Policy Studies 
Associates, 2001). 
Finding #2: Participants described improved involvement with their children in 
reading support when using resources and strategies from literacy workshop.  This second 
finding is largely supported by the qualitative data in this study.  The qualitative results of this 
study show that when the participants utilized the acquired resources and strategies from family 
literacy workshops with their children at home, they noticed a positive change in their 
involvement.  Specifically, the participants described improved involvement with their children 
in reading support when using resources and strategies from literacy workshop.  This finding 
corroborates existing studies that found improved parent involvement in their children’s reading 
when they participate in parent workshops with academic strategies as a key component. 
Parent involvement in literacy workshop is important because it can educate families on 
how they can incorporate reading interventions at home, and family literacy workshops can be an 
effective method in promoting family involvement (Huang & Dolejs, 2007) while providing 
intervention strategies to be used at home.  A study by Morrow, Kuhn, and Schwanenflugel 
(2006) further supports the positive connection between family literacy workshops and parent 
involvement: when they examined the activities in the Family Fluency Program and its impact on 
the family engagement of children’s fluency development, the researchers found that the 
workshops enhanced parent involvement in literacy activities at home (Morrow, Kuhn, & 
Schwanenflugel, 2006).  Furthermore, Lonigan and Whitehurst (as cited in Sylva et al., 2008) 
posited that home setting provides opportunities for parents to probe, practice, teach, provide 
feedback, and repeat expressive language skills in the one-on-one context.  Hence, it would 
promote greater parent involvement in their children’s language and literacy development.   
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In accordance with Morrow, Kuhn, and Schwanenflugel’s (2006) findings, Robert, 
Michael, and Jane also described improved involvement with their children in reading support 
when they used resources and strategies from the literacy workshop.  After having attended the 
family literacy workshop, the parents responded that they became more cognizant of their 
interactions with their children during reading support at home.  Not only did they utilize the 
learned reading strategies from the workshop with their children at home, the parents also 
become more aware of how their children read and that by applying the strategies, their 
interactions during reading became more engaging.  For example, from family literacy 
workshops, Robert learned how to improve his children’s fluency so “they can read more 
fluently and also improve their comprehension.”  In addition, he is more informed about the 
appropriate guiding questions to help him better understand and support his children’s reading 
comprehension and fluency.  The strategies learned from the workshops have improved his 
interactions with his children when he supports them with reading at home.  Michael, too, is 
using the strategies he learned from the workshop, and he is more engaged and interacts with his 
daughter when she reads at home or doing her reading assignments.  For example, Michael used 
close proximity and sitting arrangement in order to better listen to his daughter read.  This 
allowed him to provide immediate feedback and address any misread or missed words.  Jane 
learned “how to actually ask the right questions to get the correct answers.”   As a result, her 
interactions with her daughter are more interactive, engaging, and strategic which is a change 
from prior interactions.  Jane explained that she is able to ask more questions because she knows 
what questions to ask.  Furthermore, she learned how to break a text to ask probing questions to 
gauge her daughter’s comprehension.  
Just as Robert, Michael, and Jane utilized the strategies they learned from the family 
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literacy workshops and improved their involvement in their children’s reading support at home, a 
study by Sylva et al. (2008) also found that parents in the intervention group reported using 
significantly more strategies from a parent training program on word reading and writing skills 
such as praise and prompt when they read at home with their children.  In another study focused 
on helping parents work with schools and their children, the participants attended a six-hour 
workshop where they learned strategies to help parents enhance their children’s academic skills 
in reading, language, and mathematics (Walberg & Wallace, 1992).  This study resulted in 
improved student achievement as well as parent involvement and interest in their children’s 
school.   
While this finding is largely supported by the qualitative data in this study, the 
quantitative data could also prove helpful.  Unfortunately, quantitative data for Post-Involvement 
scores, based on the pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys, were not statistically 
significantly higher than Pre-Involvement scores, Z = -.447, p < 0.655, and failed to reject the 
null hypothesis.  The results showed no change in the participants’ involvement in their 
children’s reading at home. 
Upon reflection, there may be a number of reasons for the limited insight offered by the 
pre- and post- surveys of the family literacy workshops.  One factor contributing to the limited 
quantitative data may be the number of workshops that each participant attended.  Based on the 
workshop sign-in sheets, four of the seven families attended only one of the four family literacy 
workshops.  Attending one workshop may have its own limit.  Although each workshop was 
designed to be a stand alone, and not dependent on the other workshops, attending only one 
workshop may not provide the accompanying strategies that are delivered in other workshops.  
In essence, the fluency and comprehensions strategies are enhanced when participants attend 
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more than one of its two focused strategy workshops.  For example, since fluency strategies are 
divided into Workshop 1 and 2, parents who attended both sessions were able to maximize the 
benefits of the workshops and learn more strategies to help their child’s reading at home.     
Another explanation may be the timing for the distribution of the post-family literacy 
workshop survey.  The pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys were administered within 
two months, with the four family literacy workshops conducted in four consecutive weeks and 
the post-family literacy workshop survey completed shortly after the last workshop.  With the 
immediate distribution and collection of the post-family literacy survey following the conclusion 
of the last workshop, it is reasonable to speculate that there may not have been enough time for 
parents to implement the focused strategies and notice a change in engagement with their 
children’s reading at home.  By contrast, most of the one-on-one interviews were held 
approximately two weeks after participants attended the last workshop.  This may have provided 
more time for any improvements in engagement and/or children’s reading skills to occur and to 
be noticed by the parents.  It may also have provided more time for the interviewees to reflect on 
their post-family literacy workshop survey and to share new insights during the interview.  
Another explanation centers on the survey itself.  The respondents’ responses to the pre-
workshop survey indicated that they already were involved.  They marked a few times a week or 
daily to the Involvement related survey items.  The limited time for the data collection period 
between the pre- and post-workshop surveys may not have afforded sufficient time to increase 
the frequency of involvement, and it may not be possible for many of them to increase their 
frequency if they already are doing it daily.  For some respondents who wrote in that tutors or 
other extended family members such as godmother, cousins, and a grandmother also support 
their child with reading and/or school work, the respondents’ recollection of involvement 
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frequencies may differ depending on how often the other support providers assisted at home.  As 
case in point for Robert, his son also has a tutor who provides support in reading and schoolwork 
at home.  Also, the post-family literacy workshop survey did not contain open-ended items other 
than regarding the participant’s child’s demographic information.  Without open-ended items, 
the respondents did not have the opportunity to provide additional or clarifying information 
regarding Involvement related survey items.  Instead, they could only select from given choices.    
Finding #3: Participants perceived improved reading skills in their children after 
using resources and strategies from literacy workshops.  Similar to the second finding, this 
third finding is also largely supported by the qualitative data in this study.  Quantitatively 
speaking, this study found that there was no change in the way families engaged with their 
children’s reading at home from before attending the family literacy workshops to after attending 
the family literacy workshops.  It also found that there was no change in families’ self-efficacy, 
specifically in their ability to help their children’s reading at home, from before attending the 
family literacy workshops to after attending the family literacy workshops.  Explanations offered 
above in the second finding are also applicable here.   
Nonetheless, the qualitative data collected from one-on-one interviews with three parents 
and observations of family literacy workshops offer support for this finding.  This study analyzed 
the participants’ perception of their children’s reading, and found that the participants perceived 
a positive improvement in their children’s reading skills when they applied the resources and 
strategies they had learned from family literacy workshops.  The participants’ perceived 
improvements in this study ranged from improved fluency to improved comprehension.  Robert 
stated that his son’s reading performance and comprehension are improving, and that his son is 
now more attentive to the words he is reading.  The later improvement seems to help with 
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comprehension.  Michael indicated similar observations in his home.  He reported that he and his 
wife are using the strategies they learned and the resource materials they received from the 
family literacy workshop.  He noticed that his daughter’s reading is improving and that her 
comprehension is getting better, too, since she is able to tell more about a story she’s reading 
than she could before.   
Although Jane did not attend the first family literacy workshop that focused on Paired-
Reading strategy, she learned about it from the second workshop, where the facilitator reviewed 
it as a part of the fluency topic.  Jane reported that since learning of this strategy and applying it 
at home, her daughter’s fluency is improving and that her daughter is no longer skipping over 
unknown words.  Instead, her daughter is reading the text twice and going back to re-read if she 
makes a mistake on a word, even without Jane’s prompt. Additionally, Jane noticed that her 
daughter’s comprehension is getting better.  Jane felt that with her utilizing the new strategies in 
the way she interacts with her daughter, her daughter’s self-confidence in her ability in reading 
has improved greatly, too.  
This finding complements other studies in the research literature.  For example, Redding 
and associates (2004) conducted parent engagement workshops where part of the focus was to 
provide home-based supports.  The home-based involvement focused on home reading and study 
practices.  The students whose parents participated in workshops on home reading and study 
practices performed statistically higher on standardized state assessments compared to non-
workshop counterparts (Redding et al., 2004).  Similarly, Swain et al. (2013, 2014) conducted a 
two-year evaluation to determine the impact and effectiveness of the Family Literacy program on 
the skills of parents and their young children, and other social factors.  Swain’s evaluation found 
that participating in the Family Literacy program led to statistically significant positive changes 
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in the parents’ perceptions of their children’s literacy skills.   
Although there are studies that indicate the positive impact of parent workshop on 
children’s achievement, the field of education has not reached a consensus on the effects of 
parent involvement on student achievement in reading.  Grayson’s (2013) critical literature 
review examined the connection between parental engagement and narrowing the achievement 
gap for underserved students, and isolated key factors about engaging with disadvantaged 
families to improve their children’s achievement.  According to Grayson (2013), the studies she 
reviewed showed that greater parental engagement leads to an improvement in parental 
confidence in supporting children’s learning, and in the parents’ perceptions of their children’s 
reading ability.  There are also studies that have examined the effects of parent workshop on the 
parents’ perception of their children’s achievement.  In these studies, parent workshops or 
programs focused on teaching content-related materials and intervention/instructional strategies 
which parents could then apply at home when supporting or interacting with their children.   
The overall qualitative findings of this study corroborate existing literature on the need 
for family-school partnership to ensure successful learning experience for the children.  They 
also corroborate existing literature that parent literacy workshops promote parent involvement, 
and improve or produce perceived improvement in children’s reading skills.   
Summary 
 This chapter discussed the quantitative and qualitative data collected and analyzed to 
answer the following Research Questions: 
1. Do family literacy workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s 
reading at home?   
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a. Do family literacy workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in 
their ability to help their children’s reading at home? 
b. Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops influence their 
perception of their children’s reading performance?  
The analysis of quantitative and qualitative data revealed three findings: 1) participants 
expressed the need to partner with teachers to support successful learning experiences for their 
children; 2) participants described improved involvement with their children in reading support 
when using resources and strategies from literacy workshop; and 3) participants perceived 
improved reading skills in their children after using resources and strategies from literacy 
workshop.  Of the three findings, quantitative data from this study only pertained to finding #2.  
The data for finding #2 is mixed: quantitative data does not support finding #2, but qualitative 
data does.  This discrepancy may be attributed the following factors: the quick turn around time 
between the last family literacy workshop and the distribution of the post-family literacy 
workshop survey; a flaw within the survey instrument, i.e. no open-ended items; the number of 
workshops participants attended; and courtesy bias, where participants say what they think the 
researcher wants to hear.  Despite the discrepancy between the quantitative and qualitative data, 
the qualitative data cannot be dismissed.  The critical element of the qualitative data in this study 
is the one-on-one interview with Robert, Michael, and Jane.  The in-person interviews provided 
opportunity for the researcher to observe non-verbal communication in the interviewees’ 
responses.  Most importantly, the researcher heard directly from the interviewees in response to 
the research questions and or findings, in this case finding #2.   The qualitative data supports all 
three findings.  
Overall, this study revealed three major findings that corroborate with existing literature 
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on the following: 1) a need for family-school partnership to ensure successful learning 
experience for the children; 2) parent workshops that promote parent involvement; and 3) parent 
literacy workshops for improvement or perceived improvement in children’s reading skills.   	
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Chapter 5:  Conclusions and Recommendations 
Introduction 
Reading has been identified as a critical academic skill that determines educational 
success (Adams as cited in Powell-Smith, Stoner, Shinn, & Good III, 2000; National Reading 
Panel, 2002).  Reading is also viewed as crucial skill for students to master as they prepare to 
lead and compete in the twenty-first century.  Among the many factors that influence students’ 
reading proficiency, family involvement in their children’s education has become a priority for 
schools as they strive to improve student achievement.  In particular, focus has been on parent 
involvement and its effects on students’ reading achievement.   
Studies have shown that when families are involved in their children’s education, there 
are many positive outcomes.  Notably, research shows that family involvement has a positive 
impact on children’s academic achievement (Arnold et al., 2008; Englund et al., 2004; Epstein & 
Rodriguez, 2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado et al., 2011; Jordan et al., 2000; Redding, et al., 
2004; Silinskas et al., 2012; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; Stormshak et al, 2009).  
Some studies even show that a family environment that promotes learning has a greater impact 
on student achievement than family socio-economic status, educational level, or cultural 
background (Henderson & Berla, 1994; Walberg, 1984).   
Despite the consensus on the positive influence of family involvement on student 
achievement, results are mixed about the influence of parent involvement on reading.  Based on 
the mixed results, further study is needed to understand the relationship between parent 
involvement and children’s reading skills, particularly, the influences of specific reading 
strategies that families can learn to support their children’s reading at home.   
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Of the five reading skills - phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and 
comprehension - considered to be building blocks for teaching children to read (Adler, 2001; 
National Institute for Literacy, 2009), this study targeted fluency and comprehension as focused 
skills to teach at family literacy workshops.  Those two skills were selected since the majority of 
the targeted population of the study - students in grades 2, 3, and 4 who receive Title I reading 
service - have typically already demonstrated proficiency in basic decoding skills that comprise 
of phonemic awareness, phonics, and vocabulary.  
This research study used a mixed-methods design to examine the influences of family 
literacy workshops on the way families of students in grades 2, 3 and 4 receiving Title 1 reading 
service engage with their children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy, and their perception of 
their children’s reading performance.  A mixed-methods approach was used to help answer 
questions, which cannot be answered by a quantitative or qualitative approach alone.  This study 
sought to explore the following research questions:  
1. Do family literacy workshops influence the way families engage with their children’s 
reading at home?   
a. Do family literacy workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in 
their ability to help their children’s reading at home? 
b. Does families’ participation in family literacy workshops influence their 
perception of their children’s reading performance?  
The study was conducted through a four-part series of family literacy workshops focused 
on teaching fluency and comprehension strategies to families, who were expected to then utilize 
these strategies at home to better support their children’s reading.  A reading specialist of the 
school site facilitated the workshops, which focused on two reading strategies, fluency and 
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comprehension, as intervention.  For fluency intervention, two specific strategies, Paired 
Reading and Repeated Reading, were presented.  For comprehension intervention, two specific 
strategies, Interactive Shared Reading using Dialogic Reading approach and Think-Aloud, were 
presented.   
Hope Elementary School (HES), the site of this study, serves approximately 440 students 
in grades Kindergarten to 4, and is located in a suburban school district that borders a large urban 
area in the northeast region of U.S.  HES population demographic mostly consists of working 
class, predominately Caucasians, and low-income African-American families. The targeted 
participants for this study were the families of 40 HES students receiving Title I reading service 
in grade levels 2, 3, and 4 - 15 in grade 2, 13 in grade 3, and 12 in grade 4.  The pre-family 
literacy workshop survey was sent to these families.  Seven families attended at least one of the 
four workshops.  After the last family literacy workshop, a post-family literacy workshop survey 
was sent to the seven families that attended at least one workshop.  Also, at the end of each 
workshop, a brief exit survey was administered.  For the case studies, the seven families who 
attended at least one of the workshops were recruited.  Three parents agreed to be interviewed.   
The pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys were divided into three sections: 1) 
Involvement; 2) Self-Efficacy; and 3) Self-Efficacy to Influence.  For data analysis purpose, 
Self-Efficacy-Combined was also used to analyze both the Self-Efficacy and the Self-Efficacy to 
Influence as another category.  Additionally, Family Literacy Workshop surveys were analyzed 
for the attendee’s self-efficacy in their ability to help support their children’s reading with the 
workshop information.  A non-parametric Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test was used for quantitative 
data analysis using. SPSS software.  This helped to answer Research Questions 1 and 1a.  The 
results of the quantitative data analysis failed to reject the null hypotheses of Questions 1 and 1a.   
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As for Research Questions 1b, considering the time between the completion of the four-part 
series of literacy workshop and the post-family literacy workshop survey, items to evaluate 
Research Question 1b were not included in the pre- and post-family literacy surveys.  Instead, it 
was explored through qualitative data analysis. 
For qualitative data analysis, field notes from family literacy workshop observations and 
one-on-one interviews with three parents were examined.  The interviews were conducted using 
a semi-structured interview format with open-ended questions.  The interview questions probed 
information regarding the influences of family literacy workshops on the way families engaged 
with their children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy in ability to help with reading, and their 
perception of their children’s reading performance.   
The interviews were transcribed verbatim, then coded and classified into categories.  
Then, emerging themes and sub-themes were identified: 1) Role in Educating Children; 1a) 
Partnering with Teachers to Educate Children; 2) Involvement in Supporting Reading and 
Schoolwork at Home; 2a) Families Utilizing Strategies from Workshops; 2b) Nurturing Children 
to Become Responsible, Independent Readers and Learners; 3) Improved Interactions with 
Children in Reading Support; and 4) Perception of Children’s Reading Performance.  From these 
themes and sub-themes, three findings were identified: 1) participants expressed the need to 
partner with teachers to support successful learning experiences for their children; 2) participants 
described improved involvement with their children in reading support when using resources and 
strategies from literacy workshop; and 3) participants perceived improved reading skills in their 
children after using resources and strategies from literacy workshop.  
Quantitative data analysis failed to reject the null hypotheses of Research Questions 1 
and 1a.  Research question 1b could not be answered with quantitative data since student reading 
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performance was not embedded in pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys.  Qualitative 
data analysis did not corroborate quantitative data on Research Question 1.  As for Research 
Question 1a, qualitative data could not determine the answer.  Qualitative data supported the 
finding that families’ participation in family literacy workshops influences their perception of 
their children’s reading performance.   
In sum, analysis of quantitative and qualitative data of this study revealed three major 
findings that corroborate with existing literature on the following:  a need for 1) family-school 
partnership to ensure successful learning experience for the children; 2) parent workshops that 
promote parent involvement; and 3) parent literacy workshops for improvement or perceived 
improvement in children’s reading skills.   
Conclusions 
 The research questions posed in this mixed-methods study sought to investigate the 
influences of family literacy workshop on family engagement with their children’s reading.  
While the findings on the influence of family literacy workshops on the way families engage 
with their children’s reading at home are mixed, its positive impact on the participants were 
evident from the interviews with Robert, Michael, and Jane, and warrants further investigation.  
When Robert, Michael, and Jane described their engagement with their children’s reading at 
home, they became more actively involved since attending the family literacy workshops.  From 
those workshops, they learned strategies and obtained additional resources to better support their 
children’s reading fluency and comprehension.  For example, Robert, Michael, and Jane 
indicated they use probing and clarifying questions that they had learned from the workshops to 
help their children better understand what they read.  While the quantitative survey data do not 
support this finding, the qualitative data from listening to the participants directly have merit and 
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credibility.  The positive impact that the three parents relayed should encourage teachers and 
schools to develop and organize family literacy workshops so that more families and their 
children may receive the positive benefits of improving family engagement in children’s reading. 
The pre- and post-family literacy workshop surveys did not find that family literacy 
workshops influence families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their children’s 
reading at home.  However, the family literacy workshop exit surveys show different results.  
The exit surveys found that all participants responded that they “Agree” or “Strongly agree” that 
they feel more confident in supporting their child’s reading at home after attending the 
workshop.  Although there was no statistically significant findings from the quantitative 
interview data to support the positive impact of family literacy workshops on the families’ self-
efficacy, Robert, Michael, and Jane communicated qualitatively to the researcher that 
participating in the family literacy workshops increased their awareness and knowledge of how 
to help their children’s reading, and they had more strategies and resources to help their children 
with their reading than they had before attending the workshops.  Yet, the interviewees did not 
indicate having a greater self-efficacy as a result of attending the family literacy workshops.  One 
reason for it may be that although the interviewees have acquired knowledge on how to help 
their children’s reading, additional time and opportunities are needed to practice the strategies for 
the participants to feel greater confidence in their ability to help their children in reading.  
Despite the data that failed to show conclusively that family literacy workshop influence 
families’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to help their children’s reading at home, the 
interview data shows promise.  Regardless of their impact on self-efficacy shown in this study, 
family literacy workshops show promise in empowering families with more strategies and 
resources to help their children’s reading improve.  Further research is needed to investigate the 
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impact of family literacy workshops on participants’ self-efficacy, specifically in their ability to 
help their children’s reading. 
 The interviews with Robert, Michael, and Jane indicate that their participation in family 
literacy workshops influenced their perception of their children’s reading performance.   The 
parents learned strategies from attending the literacy workshops, and as they applied those 
strategies to help their children read at home, they not only increased their engagement in their 
children’s reading, they also noticed improvement in their children’s reading skills, from 
improved fluency to comprehension.  While this study examined the parents’ perception of their 
children’s reading performance, further investigation is needed to understand the effects of 
family literacy workshop on children’s actual reading performance. 
In summary, the results of this research study demonstrate that a targeted, parent-focused 
program may be effective in supporting the reading skills of elementary students receiving Title 
reading service.  Recognizing that educating children is a shared responsibility between family 
and school, and establishing a partnership between the two parties, would formally provide 
opportunities for families and teachers to collaborate on ways to help improve children’s reading.  
Through family-school partnership, focused strategies for improving reading can jointly identify 
and implement research-based interventions.  In addition, significant professional development is 
needed to help teachers develop the necessary skills to help parents support children’s reading.  
Further research is necessary to understand how to best accomplish such professional 
development for teachers.  While sharing resources are important, equally critical is educating 
families on how to utilize those resources so that interventions are maximized, implemented 
faithfully, and result in positive learning outcomes for children. We also must strive to 
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understand how these programs intersect with existing cultural practices, the home learning 
environment, and the larger community. 
Recommendations 
There are a few recommendations for future research studies.  The first recommendation 
is to allot ample time, such as at least two weeks, between the end of the last workshop and the 
distribution of the post-family literacy workshop survey.  In this study, the post-family literacy 
workshop survey was sent to the participants the day after the last workshop.  This did not permit 
sufficient time for the participants to implement the strategies and notice a change in the way 
they engaged with their children’s reading at home or improvement in their children’s reading 
performance.  By permitting more time between the end of the workshop and the distribution of 
the post-family literacy workshop survey, sufficient time will be provided for participants to 
implement learned strategies and notice any potential impact.  
A second recommendation is to provide open-ended items on the pre- and post-family 
literacy workshop surveys.   The pre-and post-family literacy workshop survey items utilized in 
this study did not contain open-ended items.  This may have prevented the participants from 
providing additional or clarifying information regarding any items on the survey.  For example, 
for some respondents who wrote in that tutors or other extended family members such as 
godmother, cousins, and a grandmother also supported their child with reading and/or school 
work, the respondents’ recollection of involvement frequencies may differ depending on how 
often the other support providers assisted.  By providing an open-ended section to such a survey 
item, respondents would have the opportunity to provide additional or clarifying information. 
 A third recommendation is to provide professional development to teachers and school 
administrators as well as workshops for the Parent-Teacher Organization (PTO) on the 
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importance of and ways to establish family-school partnership.  This study found the need for 
such partnership, which also corroborated with the existing literature.  Such information will also 
be part of the professional development and the PTO workshop.  Those sessions will convey to 
families, teachers, and school administrators that they share a responsibility in educating 
children, and that they need to share resources.  Moreover, through workshops focused on 
reading, teacher can share strategies and resources with families as well as offer Q &A sessions 
so that families can ask other reading related questions.  By working together in family-school 
partnership, both families and schools can provide consistent expectations and supports to 
children’s reading achievement.   
A fourth recommendation is to provide family literacy workshops at varied times and 
dates that may be more convenient for the participants.  For example, in addition to offering 
them at evenings, offering encore sessions on Saturday mornings.  This will draw more 
participants for the study.  In addition, providing the workshops at local community centers 
where many of the targeted families live would make the location more convenient for them.  
This helps to minimize any transportation issues that families may encounter.  
The last recommendation is to provide family workshops on literacy and other academic 
subjects.  Family workshops focused on strategies that participants can implement at home with 
their children show great promise in helping to improve children’s reading achievement.  In 
addition to sharing effective strategies, providing resources at those workshops are equally 
important.  Recognizing that there are families with other commitments, videotaping the 
workshops and making them accessible on the district or school website will be helpful.  This 
will also help the participants review the sessions should they prefer to revisit it.   
Summary 
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Since the enactment of the NCLB Act, many studies have focused on parent involvement 
and its effects on student achievement, and reading in particular.  The majority of studies 
conclude that parental involvement, whether at home or at school, has a positive impact on 
student achievement (Arnold et al., 2008; England et al., 2004; Gordon & Cui, 2012; Hilado, et	al., 2011; Jordan, Snow, & Porche, 2000; Redding, et al., 2004; Silinskas et al., 2012; Sheldon, 
2003; Sheldon & Epstein, 2005; Stormshak, Connell, & Dishion, 2009).  When parents focused 
on using guided practice and providing feedback, there was also positive impact on students’ 
reading comprehension (Duvall, Delquadri, Elliott, & Hall, 1992).  Morrow and Young (1997) 
found that third graders whose family participated in the literacy program performed 
significantly better in reading assessments than those students who were in a control group.  
From the studies noted above, parental involvement indicates positive impact on student 
achievement, including reading.  
This mixed-methods study examined the influences of family literacy workshops on the 
way that families of students in grades 2, 3 and 4 receiving Title 1 reading service engage with 
their children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s 
reading performance.  The findings from this study could make the following contributions to 
research on family-school partnership, the impact of family workshop on literacy on parent 
involvement, and their perception of student achievement.  This study’s findings have the 
potential to impact how schools think about their collaboration with families and family support 
to improve children’s academic performance.  Furthermore, this study reinforced Christenson 
and Sheridan’s (as cited in in Christenson, 2004) findings that parents/family and teachers 
complement and reinforce each other’s critical role in educating children.  Through family-
school partnership, family and school may work together to provide a continuity of support for 
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the children across various settings (Sheridan et al., 2012).  From their research, Christenson and 
Sheridan (as cited in Christenson, 2004) contend that family and school have a shared 
responsibility for supporting students in their education.  The findings of this study support 
Christenson and Sheridan’s (as cited in Christenson, 2004) assertion that educating children is a 
shared responsibility between family and school.  For children who struggle in reading in 
particular, their potential can be unlocked if both parties work together.  the end, it is critical for 
schools to work with the Parent-Teacher-Organizations to systematically embed family-school 
partnership and ensure  that both parties work together to make a difference in children’s reading 
and literacy achievement.   
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Appendix A 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
 
January 17, 2017 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH  
 
Study Title: Influences of Family Literacy Workshops on Title 1 Students’ Reading 
Performance: - Self-Efficacy and Perception of Reading Performance: A Mixed-Methods Study 
 
Dear Parent/Caretaker, 
 
I am writing to invite you to participate in a research study on the influences of family literacy 
workshops on the way participating families of students receiving Title 1 service engage with 
their children’s reading at home, specifically their sense of self-efficacy around their ability to 
support their children’s reading and their perception of their children’s reading performance.  
This study is being conducted as part of the dissertation requirement for my Doctoral Degree in 
Educational Leadership and Management at Drexel University under the supervision of Dr. 
Kristine Lewis Grant, Principal Investigator and dissertation Supervising Professor.   
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to attend the Family Literacy Workshops designed 
to teach you skills and strategies for working with your child on reading fluency and 
comprehension tasks at home.  Additionally, you will be asked to complete some surveys about 
your ability to support your child’s reading at home and your perception of your child’s reading 
performance.  You may also be selected to meet with me for an interview about any influences of 
Family Literacy Workshops on your engagement of reading support to your child at home, 
ability to support your child’s reading, and your perception of your child’s reading performance.  
To interview participants, a gift card ($20) will be offered as a gesture of gratitude. 
The Family Literacy Workshops will take place at the school, and the interview will take place at 
a mutually agreed upon time and place or by phone and should last about 60 minutes.  The 
interview will be audio taped so that I can accurately reflect on what is discussed.  Any personal 
identification will be omitted so that you will not be identifiable in the written analysis.  Any 
reference to interviews will be anonymous.  Transcriptions for the interviews will be stored in a 
password protected file and deleted one year after reported.  
Participation in this study is completely voluntary, all participants will remain anonymous, and 
you may withdraw from the study at any time without any consequence.  You may also decide 
not to answer any question you are not comfortable answering.  There are no known risks 
involved with this research.  The potential benefit to your child is that he/she will get additional 
support at home for continued literacy development as well as to the research community.   
Childcare and a meal will be provided for each participant each night of the family literacy 
workshop.   
  
	
191 
If you have questions about the study, you may contact me directly at 267-970-5578 or at 
J.Mia.Kim@drexel.edu.  You may also contact the Principal Investigator, Dr. Kristine Lewis 
Grant, at ksl33@drexel.edu if you have study related questions or concerns.  
Thank you in advance for your assistance in this project, and I look forward to your response. 
Sincerely,  
 
Mia Kim 
Co-investigator 
Doctoral Candidate 
Ed.D in Educational Leadership and Management  
Drexel University, School of Education 
267-970-5578 
J.Mia.Kim@drexel.edu 
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Appendix B 
CONSENT FORM 
 
I have read the information presented in the information letter about a study being conducted by 
Mia Kim of the School of Education at Drexel University.  I have had the opportunity to ask any 
questions related to this study, to receive satisfactory answers to my questions, and any 
additional details I wanted.  
 
I am aware that I have the option of allowing my interview to be tape recorded to ensure an 
accurate recording of my responses.  
 
I am also aware that excerpts from the interview may be included in the dissertation and/or 
publications to come from this research, with the understanding that the quotations will be 
anonymous.  
 
I was informed that I may withdraw my consent at any time without penalty by advising the 
researcher.  
 
This project had been reviewed by, and received ethics clearance through, the Research Ethics 
Review Board at Drexel University.  I was informed that if I have any comments or concerns 
resulting from my participation in his study, I may contact the Chair of the Research Ethics 
Review Board at (Insert Phone # and E-mail). 
 
With full knowledge of all foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in this study. 
 
____    YES          ___    NO 
 
I agree to have my interview tape recorded. 
 
____    YES          ___    NO 
 
I agree to the use of anonymous quotations in any thesis or publication that comes of this 
research.  
 
____    YES          ___    NO 
 
 
Participant’s Name (please print) __________________________________________ 
 
Participant’s Signature _____________________________________    Date ______________ 
 
 
Researcher’s Signature _____________________________________     Date ______________ 
 
Researcher’s Title __________________________ Department _________________________ 
 
 
Faculty Advisor Signature ____________________________________   Date ______________ 
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Faculty Advisor Title ______________________________Department____________________ 
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Appendix C 
Pre-Family Literacy Workshop Survey – for Families  
Most children have some reading assignments to do in second, third, and fourth grade.  We 
would like you to answer some questions about your second/third/fourth grader's reading 
assignments: for example, how she/he does in her /his reading assignments, what kind of help 
she/he asks for, and—if you help her/him sometimes—what kinds of help you give her/him.  
 
The purpose of this anonymous survey is to know the amount of help families provide to their 
second/third/fourth grade with reading assignments.  Please think about the current school year 
as you read and respond to each item.  There are no right or wrong answers.  We are only 
interested in your opinions.  
 
The findings of the survey will be used to enhance our partnership with families.  Please 
complete this survey and ask your child to return it to his or her teacher by 
______________________ (date). 
 
Date: _________  Number of Children in grade(s) 2, 3 and 4: ____   Grade level(s): 2    3    4  
        
     
1. Before you answer the questions, though, we'd like to know how often your child asks for 
help with her/his reading assignments (please circle the response that seems most accurate to 
you). 
 
☐	Always      ☐	Usually       ☐	Sometimes       ☐	Never 
        
 
1. a) If one or more people help your child with reading assignments, please name all of those 
people (even if they don't help very often).  Please tell what each person's relationship is to 
your child.  If you are a person who sometimes helps your child with homework, remember 
to put yourself on the list! 
 
Person                                            Relationship 
_________________________         ________________________________ 
_________________________        ________________________________ 
_________________________         ________________________________ 
_________________________        ________________________________ 
b) Which one of these people usually helps your child when he/she needs or wants help with  
    reading assignments? 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Now, please read each item and circle the response for each one that you think is most 
accurate for you and your child. (If you're not certain about some items, just circle the 
'answer' that seems like the most accurate one to you right now.) 
 
Please indicate how much you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of the following statements. Please think about the 
current school year as you consider each statement. 
Self-Efficacy*  
Disagree 
very 
strongly  
Disagree  Disagree just a little  
Agree just 
a little Agree  
Agree very 
strongly  
1. I know how to help my child do 
well in school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. I don’t know if I’m getting 
through to my child.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. I don’t know how to help my 
child make good grades in school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. A student's motivation to do well 
in school depends on the parents. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. I feel successful about my 
efforts to help my child learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. Other children have more 
influence on my child's grades than 
I do. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. Most of a student's success in 
school depends on the classroom 
teacher, so I have only limited 
influence. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. If I try hard, I can get through to 
my child even when he or she has 
difficulty understanding 
something. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. I know enough about the 
subjects of my child's homework to 
help him or her. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. I know how to supervise my 
child's homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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11. I know how to explain things to 
my child about his or her 
homework. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. I have enough time and energy 
to help my child with homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. I have enough time and energy 
to supervise my child's homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. I make a difference in my 
child's school performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. Other children have more 
influence on my child's motivation 
to do well in school than I do. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
16. I don’t know how to help my 
child learn.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
Parents and families do many different things when they are involved in their children's education.  We would like 
to know how often you have done the following SINCE THE BEGINNING OF THE SCHOOL YEAR. 
 
I or someone in this family*... never 
1 or 2 
times this 
year 
4 or 5 
times this 
year 
once a 
week 
a few times 
a week daily 
17. ...talks with my child about 
the school day. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. ...supervises my child's 
homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19. ...helps my child study for 
tests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. ...practices spelling, math or 
other skills with my child. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21. ...reads with my child. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
Please indicate how much you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of the following statements. 
Please think about the current school year as you consider each statement. 
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Efficacy to Influence School-
Related Performance** 
Cannot 
do at 
all 
        Moderately can do  
        
Highly 
certain 
can do 
22. Get my child to see reading as 
valuable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
23. Get my child to work hard at 
their reading schoolwork 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
24. Get my child to stay out to 
trouble during his/her reading 
block 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
25. Help my child get good grades 
in reading at school 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
27. Get my child to enjoy reading 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
27. Get involved in the activities 
devoted to reading at my child's 
school 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
28. Provide a place for study 
without distractions 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
29. Use strategies to understand 
what I am reading 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
30. Understand what my child is 
learning in his/her reading block 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
31. Help reinforce my child's 
learning in the classroom in our 
home environment  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
 
 
* Modified version of Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler (2005) on Parent: Thinking About Helping My Child with 
Homework from http://www.vanderbilt.edu/peabody/family-school/scale_descriptions/p_TAMCH.html 
 
** Modified version of Parental Self-Efficacy from Wylie, 2015. 
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Appendix D 
Family Literacy Workshop Exit Survey 
The purpose of this anonymous survey is to know your thoughts on today’s literacy workshop. 
Please complete the following questions to reflect your opinions as accurately as possible.  
There are no right or wrong answers.  We are only interested in your opinions. Your information 
will be kept strictly confidential.  Kindly return this survey to the presenter as you leave.  
 
Date: _____________________ 
 
1) I gained new information about the topic 
of this workshop. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2)  I learned useful strategies to help my 
child with his/her reading. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
3)  The activities in this workshop gave me 
sufficient practice and feedback. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
4) I plan to use the strategies learned from 
today’s workshop. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5) The instructor was helpful. Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
6) I feel more confident with supporting my 
child’s reading at home with this 
workshop. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
7) I know when my child is having 
difficulty with reading. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
	
199 
Appendix E 
Post-Family Literacy Workshop Survey – for Families  
Most children have some reading assignments to do in second, third, and fourth grade.  We 
would like you to answer some questions about your second/third/fourth grader's reading 
assignments: for example, how she/he does in her /his reading assignments, what kind of help 
she/he asks for, and—if you help her/him sometimes—what kinds of help you give her/him.  
 
The purpose of this anonymous survey is to know the amount of help families provide to their 
second/third/fourth grade with reading assignments.  Please think about the current school year 
as you read and respond to each item.  There are no right or wrong answers.  We are only 
interested in your opinions.  
 
The findings of the survey will be used to enhance our partnership with families.  Please 
complete this survey and ask your child to return it to his or her teacher by 
______________________ (date). 
 
Date: _________  Number of Children in grade(s) 2, 3 and 4: ____   Grade level(s): 2    3    4  
        
     
2. Before you answer the questions, though, we'd like to know how often your child asks for 
help with her/his reading assignments (please circle the response that seems most accurate to 
you). 
 
☐	Always      ☐	Usually       ☐	Sometimes       ☐	Never 
        
 
3. a) If one or more people help your child with reading assignments, please name all of those 
people (even if they don't help very often).  Please tell what each person's relationship is to 
your child.  If you are a person who sometimes helps your child with homework, remember 
to put yourself on the list! 
 
Person                                            Relationship 
_________________________         ________________________________ 
_________________________        ________________________________ 
_________________________         ________________________________ 
_________________________        ________________________________ 
b) Which one of these people usually helps your child when he/she needs or wants help with  
    reading assignments? 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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4. Now, please read each item and circle the response for each one that you think is most 
accurate for you and your child. (If you're not certain about some items, just circle the 
'answer' that seems like the most accurate one to you right now.) 
 
Please indicate how much you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of the following statements. Please think about the 
current school year as you consider each statement. 
Self-Efficacy*  
Disagree 
very 
strongly  
Disagree  Disagree just a little  
Agree just 
a little Agree  
Agree very 
strongly  
1. I know how to help my child do 
well in school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. I don’t know if I’m getting 
through to my child.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. I don’t know how to help my 
child make good grades in school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. A student's motivation to do well 
in school depends on the parents. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. I feel successful about my 
efforts to help my child learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. Other children have more 
influence on my child's grades than 
I do. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. Most of a student's success in 
school depends on the classroom 
teacher, so I have only limited 
influence. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. If I try hard, I can get through to 
my child even when he or she has 
difficulty understanding 
something. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. I know enough about the 
subjects of my child's homework to 
help him or her. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. I know how to supervise my 
child's homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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11. I know how to explain things to 
my child about his or her 
homework. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. I have enough time and energy 
to help my child with homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. I have enough time and energy 
to supervise my child's homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. I make a difference in my 
child's school performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. Other children have more 
influence on my child's motivation 
to do well in school than I do. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
16. I don’t know how to help my 
child learn.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
Parents and families do many different things when they are involved in their children's education.  We would like 
to know how often you have done the following SINCE THE BEGINNING OF THE SCHOOL YEAR. 
 
I or someone in this family*... never 
1 or 2 
times this 
year 
4 or 5 
times this 
year 
once a 
week 
a few times 
a week daily 
17. ...talks with my child about 
the school day. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. ...supervises my child's 
homework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19. ...helps my child study for 
tests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. ...practices spelling, math or 
other skills with my child. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21. ...reads with my child. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
Please indicate how much you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of the following statements. 
Please think about the current school year as you consider each statement. 
  
  
	
202 
Efficacy to Influence School-
Related Performance** 
Cannot 
do at 
all 
        Moderately can do  
        
Highly 
certain 
can do 
22. Get my child to see reading as 
valuable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
23. Get my child to work hard at 
their reading schoolwork 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
24. Get my child to stay out to 
trouble during his/her reading 
block 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
25. Help my child get good grades 
in reading at school 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
26. Get my child to enjoy reading 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
27. Get involved in the activities 
devoted to reading at my child's 
school 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
28. Provide a place for study 
without distractions 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
29. Use strategies to understand 
what I am reading 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
30. Understand what my child is 
learning in his/her reading block 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
31. Help reinforce my child's 
learning in the classroom in our 
home environment  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
 
 
* Modified version of Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler (2005) on Parent: Thinking About Helping My Child with 
Homework from http://www.vanderbilt.edu/peabody/family-school/scale_descriptions/p_TAMCH.html 
 
** Modified version of Parental Self-Efficacy from Wylie, 2015. 
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Appendix F. Interview Protocol 
 
Interview Protocol: Influences of Family Literacy Workshops on Families’ Engagement With 
Their Children’s Reading  
 
Time of interview: 
 
Date: 
 
Place: 
 
Interviewer: 
 
Interviewee: 
 
Position of interviewee: 
 
Description of the Project: This study is to explore the influences of family literacy workshops 
on the way families of students in grades 2, 3 and 4 who receive Title 1 support engage with their 
children’s reading at home, their self-efficacy, and their perception of their children’s reading 
performance.   
! Thank parent/family member for consenting to participation.  
! Explain and share consent form. Have the participant sign and return consent form.  
! Answer any questions participant may have.  
! Share with participant that interview will be audiotaped.  
! Share with participant that all information will be coded and anonymous.  
! Explain to participant that answering the questions is optional. The participant does not 
have to answer any question with which he/she may be uncomfortable answering. 
 
Questions: 
1. Describe what family involvement means to you. 
 
 
2. What do you see as the families’ role in school, if any? 
 
 
3. What are some things you enjoy while being involved in your children’s education and 
school-related activities? 
 
 
4. What are some ways you support your children’s schoolwork at home? 
 
 
a. Probe: What about ways to support their reading at home? 
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5. How often do you support your children’s reading assignments at home on a typical night? 
 
 
a. How much time do you spend supporting your children with their reading 
assignments at home on a typical week? 
 
 
b. Probe: Has that frequency changed since you have attended the family literacy 
workshops? 
 
 
i. Probe: How many of the four workshops have you attended? 
 
 
6. Prior to you attending the family literacy workshop(s), how confident were you in your 
ability to help your child with his or her reading?  
 
  
a. Probe: What were some of your challenges in helping your child with his or her 
reading? 
 
 
7. Since you have attended the family literacy workshop(s), how confident are you in your 
ability to help your child with his or her reading? 
 
 
a. Probe: What are some of changes that you notice in your confidence in ability to 
help your child with his or her reading? 
 
 
8. Do you know when your child is having difficulty in reading? 
 
 
 
a. Probe: How about when he/she does not read well – such as having difficulty 
reading smoothly? 
 
 
i. Probe: What lets you know (e.g. signs) that he/she is not reading 
smoothly? 
 
 
ii. Probe: Are those strategies you learned from the family literacy 
workshops? 
 
 
  
	
205 
b. Probe: How about when he/she does not understand what he/she reads? 
 
 
i. Probe: What lets you know (e.g. signs) that he/she does not understand 
what he/she reads? 
 
  
ii. Probe: Are those strategies you learned from the family literacy 
workshops? 
 
 
9. When your child does not read smoothly, how do you help him/her? 
 
 
a. Probe: What strategies do you use to help him/her read smoothly? 
 
 
i. Probe: Are those strategies you learned from the family literacy 
workshops? 
 
 
ii. How has attending the family literacy workshops affected your confidence 
in ability to help your child with his or her fluency, ability to read 
smoothly? 
 
 
10. When your child does not understand what he/she reads, how do you help him/her? 
 
 
a. Probe: What strategies do you use to help him/her? 
 
 
i. Probe: Are those strategies you learned from the family literacy 
workshops? 
 
 
11. How do you feel about your ability to help your child with reading after attending the fluency 
session(s) of the family literacy workshop(s)?  
 
 
a. How has attending the family literacy workshops affected your confidence in 
ability to help your child with his or her fluency, ability to read smoothly? 
 
 
12. How do you feel about your ability to help your child with reading after attending the 
comprehension session(s) of the family literacy workshop(s)?  
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a. How has attending the family literacy workshops affected your confidence in 
ability to help your child with his or her comprehension, ability to understand 
what he or she reads? 
 
 
13. What are some helpful strategies you have learned from attending the family literacy 
workshops, if any? 
 
 
a. Probe: Have you implemented them at home with your children? 
 
 
b. Probe: How has your participation in the family literacy workshops influenced 
your involvement in your child’s reading at home? 
 
 
14.  How has attending the family literacy workshops affected the ways in which you engage in 
your child’s reading at home, if any?  
 
 
a. Probe:  Please share a few examples where the workshops have influenced the 
engagement. 
 
 
15. What about your child’s reading performance?  Do you feel that your child’s reading 
performance has improved, stayed the same or has worsened since you have attended the 
family literacy workshops? 
 
 
a. Probe:  Please tell me what gives you that feeling.    
 
 
b. Probe: Did his /her fluency improve?  Please tell me what gives you that 
impression. 
 
 
c. Probe: Did his/her reading comprehension improve?  Please tell me what gives 
you that impression. 
 
 
16.  Are there any other influences that family literacy workshops have had on your engagement 
with your child’s reading at home? 
 
 
a. Probe: What about your ability to help your child’s reading? 
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Appendix G. Participant Summary Form 
 
(adapted from Bloomberg and Volpe, 2008, p. 205, previously adapted from Miles & Huberman, 1994, 
pp. 52-54) 
 
Participant Name: 
 
Type of Contact: ☐ Face-to-face     ☐	Phone     ☐ Videoconference  
 
Contact Date: 
 
Today’s Date: 
 
Summary of Information for Each Research Question 
 
• Research Question #1: 
 
• Research Question #1-a: 
 
• Research Question # 1-b: 
 
Additional Information Needed: 
 
 
Questions, Concerns, Implications, Issues Still to be Addressed: 
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APPENDIX H: Observation Form – For Fluency Focused Literacy Workshops 
Date: _________ 
Observation start time: _________                    Observation end time: __________ 
Notes and reflections from observations: 
Focused Strategy Observation Yes No Notes 
Paired -reading 
method: 
• Able to model correct 
reading of words 
   
 • Able to provide feedback 
when the child is reading 
any words incorrectly 
   
 • Able to provide feedback 
to the child 
   
     
Reading of 
repeated stories 
• Able to model 
appropriate pace 
   
 • Able to model 
appropriate expression  
   
 • Able to model reading 
smoothly 
   
 • Able to provide feedback 
to the child 
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APPENDIX I: Observation Form – For Comprehension Focused Literacy Workshops 
Date: _________ 
Observation start time: _________                    Observation end time: __________ 
Notes and reflections from observations:  
Focused Strategy Observation Yes No Notes 
Interactive Shared 
Reading Approach 
using Dialogic 
Reading 
• Able to model asking 
five W questions: 
o Who 
   
 o What    
 o When    
 o Where    
 o Why    
 • Able to model 
appropriate follow-up 
questions to each of the 
five W questions 
   
 • Able to provide feedback 
to the child 
   
     
 • Able to model a 
metacognitive technique 
by verbalizing his/her 
thoughts  
   
 • Able to ask appropriate 
questions to probe the 
child’s metacognitive 
strategy 
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 • Able to provide feedback 
to the child 
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APPENDIX J: Family Literacy Workshop Sign-In Sheet 
 
Date: _________________ 
Name of the Parent/Family 
Attending Child’s Name 
Child’s 
Grade 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 
